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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, December 4, 2007, at 2 p.m. 

Senate 
MONDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2007 

The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable JIM 
WEBB, a Senator from the State of Vir-
ginia. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, heavenly Father, open 

our hearts to Your movement in our 
midst. As we trust Your providence and 
cling to Your promises, give us wisdom 
and spiritual eyes to see You at work. 

Keep our lawmakers from being in-
timidated by the challenges they face, 
as you protect them by ordering their 
steps. Clothe them with the armor of 
integrity, shield them with Your truth, 
and guide them with Your power. Help 
our Senators to please You by living 
blameless, holy, and peaceful lives. 
Lord, give them a hunger for Your 
words and a desire to apply Your 
knowledge in their daily walk. We pray 
in Your precious Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable JIM WEBB led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read a communication to the 
Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, December 3, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable JIM WEBB, a Senator 
from the State of Virginia, to perform the 
duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. WEBB thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 3703 AND H.R. 3997 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there are 
two bills at the desk due for a second 
reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3703) to amend section 
5112(p)(1)(A) of title 31, United States Code, 
to allow an exception from the $1 coin dis-
pensing capability requirement for certain 
vending machines. 

A bill (H.R. 3997) to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide earnings as-
sistance and tax relief to members of the 
uniformed services, volunteer firefighters, 
and Peace Corps volunteers, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to 
any further proceedings with respect to 
these bills. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. The bills will 
be placed on the calendar. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business with Senators having 10 min-
utes each to speak. Shortly I will pro-
pose an agreement with respect to the 
Peru Trade Promotion Agreement. 
That agreement will provide for a pe-
riod of debate today with a concluding 
vote tomorrow at the completion of 
our weekly caucuses. There will be no 
rollcall votes today. 

f 

SENATE RECORD 

Mr. REID. President Bush spoke from 
the Rose Garden this morning. It is 
hard to comprehend his words, the 
President of the United States going to 
the Rose Garden today, saying he 
wanted us to use the time left in this 
congressional year to ‘‘support our 
troops, and to protect our citizens, pre-
vent harmful tax increases. . . .’’ He 
also indicated, in that same brief state-
ment, that we as a Congress had little 
to show for our having been in a year. 

We passed a budget, the first one in 3 
years. It was a balanced budget we 
passed. We implemented—even though 
they were years and years overdue—the 
9/11 Commission recommendations. We 
passed Homeland Security funding. We 
passed a pay raise for our troops—we 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES14672 December 3, 2007 
have consistently equipped our troops 
with programs and materials that the 
President did not ask for but we be-
lieve the troops needed, and time has 
proven they were needed. We provided 
health care for wounded soldiers and 
veterans. We set benchmarks for Iraq. 
We focused on the neglected National 
Guard, and I am glad we did that. We 
passed ethics and lobbying reform. We 
passed a CR that has funded the Gov-
ernment and will to the end of this 
year. We shortly will be doing an en-
ergy bill. We passed one here, but we 
hope to have one that will be a bipar-
tisan bill that we will pass here by the 
end of the year. We completed a min-
imum wage bill that was 10 years past 
due. We passed the American Competi-
tiveness Act. We passed a higher edu-
cation bill, the most significant piece 
of legislation since the GI bill of rights, 
dealing with higher education. We also 
passed the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Funding Act, which was 
long past due. We funded Head Start, 
stem cell research—the President ve-
toed that but we passed it; very impor-
tant legislation. We passed SCHIP, the 
children’s health insurance program. 
The President vetoed that. We passed 
FDA reauthorization, Coast Guard re-
vitalization, the Corps of Engineers re-
form, which was long overdue, disaster 
assistance for small businesses. We 
have certainly done good work regard-
ing disaster assistance for farmers, 
which was also long overdue—3 years 
past due. With the scandal that oc-
curred in the Attorney General’s Of-
fice, we were able to focus on the U.S. 
attorneys and change the law in that 
regard. 

These are just a few of the things we 
have done, but we feel good that we 
have done them. The President should 
not demean what we have done here. 
These are pieces of legislation, some of 
which he signed. We want to work with 
the President and we have tried to 
work with the President, but the end of 
this administration, the Bush adminis-
tration, is fast approaching. Frankly, if 
he wants to talk about accomplish-
ments, for 1 year of the Democratic-led 
Congress compared to his 7 years of the 
Republican-led Presidency, the com-
parison is quite stark. He has, to show 
for what he has done, an endless war 
that we have been involved in, which 
soon will be in its sixth year, an ever 
shrinking middle class, and a budget 
gone from record surpluses to record 
deficits. 

President Bush calls on Congress to 
‘‘support our troops,’’ and we have done 
that. But it is the President who has 
stretched our military nearly to its 
breaking point. Editorials in today’s 
newspapers certainly indicate how we 
are failing in supplying our military 
with materials they need, the equip-
ment they need to maintain their read-
iness. It is this President who has kept 
our troops abroad for two, three, and 
four tours of duty. Some have served 
five tours of duty. A war, I repeat, soon 
to be in its sixth year, a war that Gen-

eral Petraeus has said cannot be won 
militarily, and we are getting no help 
from the Iraqis to get their house in 
order politically. 

It is the President who has sent our 
troops into battle without proper pro-
tection and neglected our veterans’ 
care when they returned home. I re-
peat, it was this Democratic Congress 
that provided funds for body armor, 
voted for a troop pay increase, provided 
funds to fix the neglect at Walter Reed 
and other military health facilities so 
our troops can get the care they need 
when they return from combat. 

President Bush calls on Congress to 
‘‘protect our citizens,’’ but it is Presi-
dent Bush who has failed to capture bin 
Laden, who taunts us with new videos 
and new threats often. It is this Presi-
dent who allowed al-Qaida to regroup 
and become stronger than ever. It is 
this President who has consistently un-
derfunded the homeland security prior-
ities that keep us safer in our cities 
and towns. And it was this Congress 
that finally implemented the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission, 
so long ignored by the President and 
his Republican enablers, which helped 
secure our most at-risk cities, gives 
our first responders the communica-
tions tools they need in an emergency, 
and improves oversight of our intel-
ligence and homeland security sys-
tems. 

President Bush calls on Congress to 
‘‘prevent harmful tax increases and re-
sponsibly to fund our Government,’’ 
but it is President Bush’s reckless fis-
cal irresponsibility which is growing 
the national debt at an astounding rate 
of $1 million per minute, for a total in-
crease of more than $3 trillion on his 
watch. 

President Clinton was actually pay-
ing down the debt by a half trillion dol-
lars. In the last 3 years he was in of-
fice, we were spending less money than 
we were taking in. But it is this Presi-
dent who has increased our debt to for-
eign governments by more than all 
former Presidents combined. In the 230 
years we have been a country, all the 
Presidents combined did not increase 
the debt like this President has done. 
He has increased our debt to foreign 
governments by more than all former 
Presidents combined, but it is this 
President who has stuck this bill for 
his failed policies squarely on the 
shoulders of our children and grand-
children. Every person in this coun-
try—a baby of 1 day, a person of 100 
years old—owes $30,000 to make up this 
almost $10 trillion debt that is fast ap-
proaching. 

It is this Democratic Congress that 
has put working families first, with the 
first increase in minimum wage in a 
decade to give hard-working but least 
paid Americans a little more to help 
ends meet. Remember, the minimum 
wage affects a lot of people. It is not 
kids flipping hamburgers at McDon-
ald’s. For 60 percent of the people who 
draw minimum wage, that is the only 
money they get for their families. The 

vast majority of people on minimum 
wage are women who work. 

It is this Democratic Congress which 
provided health insurance to millions 
of more low-income children with the 
Children’s Health Insurance Program. 
The President vetoed this. President 
Bush’s veto will cut 5.5 million chil-
dren off the ability to go to the doctor 
when they are sick—5.5 million. We 
wound up with 10. Even if we extend 
the present bill, we will lose 5.5 million 
children and wind up with 4.5 instead of 
10. 

It is this Democratic Congress that 
made investments in Head Start and 
student financial aid so that all chil-
dren, regardless of the wealth of their 
parents, can get started on the right 
track and have an opportunity to go to 
college. 

Unlike Bush, we paid for our prior-
ities in a responsible way. We have a 
pay-go system. If we increase a pro-
gram, change a program in a way that 
costs money, we pay for it. 

This President and his allies in Con-
gress have led the American people 
down a very dark path. This Demo-
cratic Congress, in its first year, has 
made America stronger, safer, and 
more prosperous. But with President 
Bush and the Republicans fighting us, 
a record number of filibusters—57— 
with empty rhetoric, obstruction and 
vetoes, we still have a lot of work to 
do—and that is an understatement. In 
this final work period of the year, our 
plate is full. We have to return our 
focus to finally ending the war in Iraq 
that has cost our troops and country so 
dearly. 

Here I wish to cite a statement from 
a Republican running for President. 
Here is what he said: Everything is 
much worse if we stay in Iraq. Right 
now they are very content to bleed us 
in Iraq, bleed us financially and by 
killing Americans. We lose lives. If we 
spend money we don’t have, it furthers 
our financial crisis. The longer we are 
there, the stronger al-Qaida gets. Our 
being there is the greatest incentive 
conceivable to help Osama bin Laden. 
The evidence is very clear that there is 
more al-Qaida than before, which 
means we are in greater danger of 
being hit by terrorists than before. Be-
sides, who are all these people telling 
us there will be a problem if we leave? 
The same ones who said it would be a 
cakewalk. What kind of credibility do 
they have? 

I repeat, this is a Republican, not a 
Democrat. 

We want to take up the House-passed 
bill that provides $50 billion in emer-
gency funds to our troops and requires 
the President to transition the mission 
from combat operations to security, 
training, and antiterrorism. 

Over the Thanksgiving holiday, we 
began to hear the rumblings of what is 
sure to be an outrageous line of attack 
from the Bush White House. The week 
we left here, Secretary Gates told us 
that the Army had enough money— 
with the $460 billion bill we just 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14673 December 3, 2007 
passed—had enough money to fund 
them until the 1st of March; the Ma-
rines until the middle of March. That 
is what Secretary Gates told us. But 
the spin machine of the White House is 
trying to overrule what the Secretary 
of Defense told us, saying we are going 
to have to lay people off, there is not 
enough money for mine detection 
equipment and things of that nature. 

That is totally contrary to what the 
Secretary of Defense said. This Sec-
retary of Defense has credibility com-
pared to his predecessor 

Secretary Gates has credibility. That 
is what he told us: The Army is OK 
until the first of March; the Marines 
are OK until the middle of March. 

But over Thanksgiving, we get rum-
blings from the spin machine at the 
White House. The President is saying: 
We are not sending money to the 
troops. This is not true. It is cynical 
politics at its worst. The American 
people are too smart to fall for this. 
Facts are clear. We just passed nearly 
a half-trillion-dollar Defense appro-
priations bill. The Department of De-
fense is fully funded. 

Before the holiday we offered another 
$50 billion funding package on top of 
the $460 billion to support our troops in 
combat, provided he heed the call of 
the American people and change 
course. The President and his sup-
porters in Congress, which are all Re-
publicans with rare exception, rejected 
that package. 

The President said no to funding his 
own war unless he is given a blank 
check to continue his failed policies. 
Nevadans and the American people 
know the current course has not 
brought the political reconciliation the 
President promised. 

They realize it makes no sense for 
President Bush to blame Democrats be-
cause he rejected the funding package 
that we offered. This week we will try 
again to give the President the oppor-
tunity to accept troop funding. We will 
try to return to the House-passed bill. 
We will give our Republican colleagues 
another opportunity to stand on the 
side of our troops in battle by passing 
legislation that contains additional 
funding and provides a strategy to 
bring the war to a responsible end. 

Iraq is just one of the many funding 
priorities we must pass in the weeks 
ahead. We have to deal with the appro-
priations bills, in large part because 
the President has been stubborn and 
unreasonable. Rather than work with 
us to resolve the differences that 
amount to less than 1 percent of our 
budget, the President threatened to 
veto every appropriations bill before it 
was even written. 

We have offered to compromise with 
President Bush to split the difference. 
No. So far it does not appear the Presi-
dent is ready to do the right thing for 
the American people by accepting com-
promise. 

But I hope Senate Republicans will 
act more responsibly. We have to do 
something about the AMT. According 

to the Joint Committee on Taxation, 19 
million American families and 150,000 
Nevadans will be forced to pay the 
AMT next spring if we do not take ac-
tion before the year is out. 

Before Thanksgiving, the House 
passed AMT relief. After their vote, I 
offered a consent agreement to hold 
three votes: one on the House AMT re-
lief bill, one on Senator LOTT’s amend-
ment to repeal the AMT, and one on an 
amendment by Senator BAUCUS to fund 
it. Unfortunately, our Republican col-
leagues blocked these three votes. De-
spite the President’s warning to them 
that we must move quickly on AMT, 
they chose to follow obstructionism. I 
cannot emphasize enough how impor-
tant it is to move forward on this legis-
lation. I hope the Republicans will end 
their obstruction on this vital tax re-
lief so we can move to a vote. If they 
do not, I will have no choice but to file 
cloture so we can move to vote on the 
House bill. That is exactly what I will 
do. 

In the coming days, we will have to 
turn to FISA, the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act. Earlier this year, the 
President signed a flawed temporary 
law on this subject that will expire in 
early February. Both the Intelligence 
and Judiciary Committees have re-
ported a bill that improves current 
law. The House has passed its own 
version. The full Senate must debate 
this matter in December to allow suffi-
cient time for negotiations with the 
House before the February deadline. 

We need to give our intelligence pro-
fessionals all the necessary tools, while 
at the same time protecting the pri-
vacy of law-abiding Americans and fol-
lowing our Constitution. Vigorous in-
telligence gathering should be accom-
panied by meaningful judicial review 
and strong congressional oversight. 
FISA struck a balance well for 30 
years, and now we can make it even 
more effective. Both of these Senate 
committees have worked together in a 
bipartisan manner. Chairman ROCKE-
FELLER and Ranking Member BOND, 
along with Chairman LEAHY and Rank-
ing Member SPECTER, are sorting 
through differences in the work of 
their two committees. I hope under the 
leadership of those four Senators we 
will pass a bill that strikes the right 
balance and makes our country safer. 

Later this work period, we will move 
to finish work on the Energy bill. In 
June, this Senate overwhelmingly 
passed a landmark Energy bill to im-
prove fuel efficiency and invest in re-
newable fuel technology. This bill 
would save Americans lots and lots of 
money at the gas pump and on their 
heating bills. 

Unfortunately, Republicans would 
not allow us to go to conference on this 
bill. We continue to work toward a bi-
partisan resolution so we can send a 
strong Energy bill to the President’s 
desk before the year is up. 

We will also attempt to turn again to 
the farm bill. Prior to the holiday, we 
were unable to complete action on the 

farm bill because of the overwhelming 
number of amendments filed, many of 
which had nothing to do with farming. 
Senator MCCONNELL and I are working 
through these amendments to come up 
with a reasonable list. 

While we have been on the Thanks-
giving Day break, staff has been work-
ing, and I think we are at a point where 
we should be able to do a farm bill by 
unanimous consent. 

I have outlined seven major legisla-
tive initiatives that we must address 
before the 2007 legislative calendar 
draws to a close. We need to do this for 
the American people. It is reasonable 
and necessary. We began this year with 
great success. We have restored integ-
rity to Congress. We put working fami-
lies first. We put teeth behind home-
land security and veterans care. But a 
funny and unfortunate thing happened 
next. The President and his Republican 
supporters in the Senate determined 
that while bipartisanship made good 
policy, obstruction made better poli-
tics. 

For the past many months, we have 
seen an unprecedented level of obstruc-
tionism. That is not rhetoric, it is fact. 
We have sought more than 40 votes to 
change the course in Iraq. More often 
than not, a bipartisan majority of the 
House and Senate supported these 
votes. Nevertheless, again and again, 
the Republican leadership blocked 
these votes from taking place. 

Most recently, Republicans blocked 
the Transportation/HUD appropria-
tions bill, which invests in our crum-
bling roads, bridges, dams, tunnels, and 
our infrastructure. They blocked 
progress on the Energy bill which 
would reduce the ever-increasing costs 
the American people pay to heat their 
homes and fill their gas tanks. 

They blocked the farm bill, which 
would stabilize the Nation’s food sup-
ply and improve the nutrition of our 
children. They blocked the FHA Mod-
ernization Act, which would have 
helped families heat their homes in the 
face of the ongoing mortgage crisis. 

In all, Republicans have now blocked 
the priorities of Americans by forcing 
56 cloture votes, fast approaching the 
all-time record of 61, that took a full 2- 
year session. That was too many. But 
56, not even halfway through, is signifi-
cantly headed in the wrong direction. 
They have already neared an all-time, 
2-year obstruction record in less than a 
year. That would be like a ball player 
hitting 73 home runs by the All-Star 
break. That is not good. This is not 
normal obstruction. This is obstruction 
on steroids. 

It is not too late for the Republicans 
to change course and work with us. I 
find it hard to believe that Republicans 
truly oppose the AMT fix, FHA reform, 
infrastructure investments, and child-
hood nutrition. I hope my friends on 
the other side of the aisle believe they 
stand to gain politically by getting the 
most done for our country, not the 
least done for our country. 

But I hope in what little time we 
have left this year, with so much left 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES14674 December 3, 2007 
to accomplish, the march toward the 
obstructionism record can be cast 
aside. And when we recess for the year 
in a few weeks, I hope we can add 
meaningfully to the bipartisan change 
that we have begun to deliver this 
year. This can only happen if the Re-
publicans decide to work with us for 
the American people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
note the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
are now in the final days of this ses-
sion, and congressional Democrats 
have left an enormous amount of work 
undone. As we move into the final 
stretch, let’s take stock of the unfin-
ished business. On spending, we are 2 
full months into fiscal 2008, and our 
friends across the aisle are still staring 
at 11 unfinished spending bills out of 
the 12 they were supposed to do. We 
need to work together to get those 
overdue spending bills signed into law. 

On troop funding, thousands of Amer-
ican families will have sons and daugh-
ters fighting overseas this Christmas, 
and under the Constitution that falls 
on us to provide for them. We may dis-
agree about the mission, but no one 
should disagree about getting those 
courageous men and women everything 
they need while they are fighting in 
the field. Congressional Democrats 
need to get serious about the troops 
and get them the funds they need with-
out any more games and without any 
further delay. 

We have heard some remarkable re-
ports from Iraq in recent weeks. Sunni 
tribes and other militants who turned 
against al-Qaida are now working with 
coalition forces to secure Iraqi neigh-
borhoods and towns. Refugees are re-
turning to Iraq in droves. Shops are re-
opening, curfews are being relaxed. Al- 
Qaida in Iraq, we are told, has been 
pushed to the brink. 

Americans like what they have 
heard, and even some congressional 
Democrats have acknowledged the 
positive reports. Congressman MURTHA, 
a hero of the antiwar left, says the new 
strategy is a success. Congressman 
DICKS talked about a new feeling of 
normalcy in Iraq. Thanks to the in-
crease in U.S. forces and a smart new 
strategy, we have seen a stunning re-
versal. 

Unfortunately, talk of congratula-
tions is scarce among the antiwar left. 
Rather than stop for a minute to ac-
knowledge what we are hearing from 
the field, our friends on the other side 
now seem to be looking around for 

something that is not going well so 
they can blame that on Republicans. 

According to press reports, they have 
settled on gas prices. And we do need 
to do something to lower energy costs. 
But the bill our Democratic friends are 
reportedly about to bring to the floor 
will not do that. In fact, the bill they 
are discussing would actually increase 
gas prices at the pump and electricity 
bills in States that do not have an 
abundance of windmills. An energy bill 
that raises the cost of energy is not 
what we need today. 

Frankly, I am baffled by the congres-
sional Democrats’ position on the 
whole troop funding debate. Earlier in 
the year, they said sending more troops 
to Iraq would lead to failure. Then they 
approved the funds anyway. Now they 
say things are going well, and they 
want to cut off the funds that are need-
ed to finish the job. So they funded the 
war when they thought it would fail, 
and now they want to defund it when 
they think it is succeeding. 

Does this make any sense at all? Rea-
sonable people could be able to agree 
that now is not the time to talk about 
walking away from our troops in Iraq. 
Yet this is exactly what Democrats are 
planning to do. 

The senior Senator from Massachu-
setts has said he thinks the Democrats 
have an obligation, an obligation to 
cut off funds for the war. And now they 
are apparently following through with 
it. Just in time for the holidays, they 
are forcing the Pentagon to prepare 
pink slips for more than 250,000 em-
ployees as a way of getting around the 
threat. 

I would urge the majority to rethink 
its position, to keep its word, and to 
send our troops the funds they need to 
finish their mission and return home in 
success. We have a solemn obligation 
to assure America’s military families 
that their sons and daughters will get 
whatever they need. Let’s not break 
that trust at this moment of optimism 
and hope and good news from the field 
at a time when even Congressman 
MURTHA says the surge is working. 

Congressional Democrats need to get 
serious about security at home too. It 
is no accident that we have not been 
hit here since 9/11. We passed the PA-
TRIOT Act, set up the Department of 
Homeland Security, and made sure in-
telligence agents would have the tools 
they need to do their jobs. 

One of those tools is the Protect 
America Act that we passed in August 
and expires on February 1. This essen-
tial terror-fighting tool recognizes that 
we need to be able to monitor terror-
ists overseas. And however the Senate 
deals with its expiration, we must pro-
tect its core strengths. But Democrats 
on the Judiciary Committee seem to 
disagree. They just voted for a revised 
version of this law that weakens it in 
dangerous ways. The experts tell us 
that under this new version, the Judi-
ciary Committee version, U.S. com-
manders could be blocked from gath-
ering critical intelligence on foreign 
targets. 

Imagine: An American commander 
prepares to attack a city such as 
Fallujah. He gives orders for a blanket 
surveillance of the city to pinpoint ter-
rorist activity. Then the lawyers step 
in and say: Sir, you cannot do that. 
You need to go to the FISA Court first. 

Well, this is one vision of how to 
fight the war on terror. Republicans 
have a different view. We think we 
need to stop foreign terrorists who 
want to kill innocent Americans, not 
be paralyzed into inaction over their 
search and seizure rights. 

Republicans are ready to support the 
bipartisan, commonsense Senate Intel-
ligence Committee bill. In addition to 
allowing our commanders greater free-
doms in the field, this version recog-
nizes that telecom companies should 
not be sued for doing their patriotic 
duty in helping intelligence officials to 
protect American lives. 

It also recognizes if these companies 
are exposed to lawsuits, taxpayers 
should not have to foot the bill, which 
is exactly what Democrats on the Judi-
ciary Committee are proposing. They 
want to make sure the trial lawyers 
are happy one way or another. We need 
to protect the telecom companies that 
did their duty and the taxpayers, not 
the trial lawyers, who want to bring 
these lawsuits. 

Congressional Democrats have ne-
glected their duty on the 12 spending 
bills. They are threatening to neglect 
their duty to the troops in the field and 
to our security at home. Now they are 
about to slap millions of Americans 
with a middle-class tax hike better 
known as the AMT. 

Well, the American people have a 
right to know how Democrats found 
the time for 63 Iraq votes over the 
course of the past year, some of them 
at midnight, but somehow couldn’t find 
an afternoon to fix a mistake in the 
Tax Code that is about to hit 50 million 
households. It is not as if they didn’t 
see it coming. They have known about 
the problem all year. Treasury Sec-
retary Paulson reminded us of its ur-
gency in October. He sent us a letter, 
dated October 23, reminding us that the 
problem was before us. He warned that 
if Congress didn’t act by early last 
month, about 25 million households 
would get mistakenly whacked with a 
major tax hike. He said if we didn’t act 
by the middle of this month, 50 million 
would face delays in getting their re-
funds. Even if we acted today, millions 
of tax returns will still be delayed. We 
have already inconvenienced millions 
of American taxpayers by inaction. 

The IRS oversight chairman re-
minded us about the problem again last 
month, saying the longer we wait, the 
longer the refund delays would be. Here 
is a letter from the IRS, dated Novem-
ber 26. This is a tax none of these peo-
ple were ever intended to pay. Origi-
nally targeted at fewer than 200 fami-
lies, it was never indexed for inflation. 
It is a mistake that has never been per-
manently fixed, and Republicans are 
not about to let Democrats impose a 
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new tax on a lot of other taxpayers to 
pay for its correction. Americans don’t 
need to be giving Government an inter-
est-free loan in April by letting the 
IRS hold on to their refunds. They need 
to get their refunds when they expect 
them. We need to fix the AMT without 
new taxes, and we need to do it now. 
The number of families affected is 
staggering: Democratic foot dragging 
on the AMT threatens 1.6 million tax-
payers in New Jersey, more than 3 mil-
lion in New York, and nearly 4.5 mil-
lion in California. That is more people 
in California alone than we have in my 
State. We need to block this giant mid-
dle-class tax hike now before voters get 
stuck with it in April. 

Senate Democrats need to act on ex-
ecutive nominations, including nomi-
nees to head the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs and the Department of 
Agriculture. The Judiciary Committee 
needs to do a much better job proc-
essing circuit court nominations. 
Christmas will be here before we know 
it, and we have only had one hearing— 
one—on one circuit court nomination 
since the summer recess. We have only 
had five hearings for five circuit court 
nominees the entire year of 2007. Dur-
ing a comparable period in President 
Clinton’s last Congress, the Repub-
lican-controlled Senate held hearings 
on 10 of President Clinton’s circuit 
court nominees, including five after 
the August recess. 

We have had qualified circuit court 
nominees up here for months who sat-
isfy the supposed criteria of the Demo-
cratic majority. There is no good rea-
son for the Judiciary Committee to 
bring progress on circuit court nomina-
tions to a standstill. It is time our col-
leagues on the other side acted on 
nominations and on the other legisla-
tive duties I have listed. 

They have spent nearly a year now 
focusing on politics rather than essen-
tials. Now they are trying to distract 
the public by shifting the focus at the 
finish line. We need to pass the bills 
that keep the Government functioning. 
We need to stop taxes from being raised 
on the middle class. We need to 
strengthen the laws that help us catch 
terrorists before they strike, and we 
need to fund the troops in the field. 

It is now December, the last month 
of the year. Senate Democrats have 
more to do in these last few weeks than 
they have already done all year. It is 
time to stop the political show. It is 
time to focus for once on the fun-
damentals. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 
Senate begins its final work period of 
the year, I wish to thank those mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee who 
have been cooperative and who have 
worked so hard throughout this year. 
Much has been accomplished. But 
much can still be done. We reported 
and the Senate passed an important 
privacy measure, the Identity Theft 
Enforcement and Restitution Act, S. 
2168, just before the Thanksgiving re-
cess. I urge the House to adopt it with-

out delay. In addition, the Senate 
again passed our copyright bill to pro-
tect vessel hull designs, S. 1640, which 
I hope will also be adopted by the 
House. 

Months ago we reported and passed 
an important court security bill, S. 378, 
and Freedom of Information Act re-
form legislation, S. 849. I believe that 
we have resolved differences raised by 
the House and should be able in the 
short time remaining to us this year to 
have the Senate reconsider these meas-
ures in slightly modified form, pass 
them by unanimous consent, and have 
the House endorse them, as well. 

I would like to see us consider and 
pass important matters the House has 
passed and sent to us. The Free Flow of 
Information Act, H.R. 2102, is on the 
Senate calendar. It would provide pro-
tection to first amendment values by 
establishing a Federal privilege and 
procedure for considering claims of 
press protection. For the first time, 
this year the Judiciary Committee re-
ported a similar bill, S. 2035, and we did 
so on a bipartisan basis. We should pro-
ceed to enact this legislation into law. 

Another important matter sent to us 
from the House that I would hope we 
could enact before adjourning this year 
is one on which we have worked for 
some time, the Employment Non-Dis-
crimination Act, H.R. 3685. We also 
have before us a House-passed version 
of the Second Chance Act, H.R. 1593. 
While it does not include every provi-
sion I would have liked to incorporate, 
we should nonetheless proceed to enact 
this legislation. 

I urge the Republican Senator who 
has a hold on the bill to extend tem-
porary judgeships around the country, 
S. 1327, to remove this hold so that we 
can provide the relief needed in our 
Federal judiciary in Kansas, Ohio, Ne-
braska, California, and Hawaii. Enact-
ing court security legislation will like-
wise require the relinquishing of a Re-
publican hold. Another matter stalled 
since this summer by a Republican 
hold has been the Emmett Till Un-
solved Civil Rights Crime Act, S. 535. I 
have made statements to the Senate 
about these consensus measures before. 
I hope that with the year rapidly end-
ing, the Republican Senator holding up 
these worthwhile matters will recon-
sider the opposition and allow bills 
supported by an overwhelming, bipar-
tisan majority of the Senate to pass. 

A number of other measures reported 
by the Judiciary Committee have been 
delayed by Republican holds too. If it 
is not possible to move these measures 
this month, I urge the Senate to take 
up and pass these bills when it begins 
its second session in January. One such 
bill is the War Profiteering Prevention 
Act, S. 119, which was reported by the 
committee in April. It would provide a 
significant new tool for Federal law en-
forcement to combat the scourge of 
war profiteering, and it is needed now 
more than ever, given the ongoing re-
ports of rampant fraud, waste, and 
abuse in Iraq. Another is the School 

Safety and Law Enforcement Improve-
ments Act, S. 2084, which we developed 
in response to the tragedy at Virginia 
Tech. 

When we return next year, we will 
have the opportunity to consider and 
enact patent reform legislation, the 
Leahy-Hatch Patent Reform Act of 
2007, S. 1145. I hope that we will also 
make time to consider our comprehen-
sive bipartisan data privacy bill, the 
Leahy-Specter Data Privacy and Secu-
rity Act, S. 495, which we reported in 
May. 

Next spring I hope we can turn to the 
Deceptive Practices and Voter Intimi-
dation Prevention Act, S. 453, which 
the committee reported this fall, and 
our bipartisan Leahy-Cornyn Public 
Corruption Prosecution Improvements 
Act, S. 1946, that adds teeth to our eth-
ics reforms. 

These are just some of the matters 
on which the Judiciary Committee has 
been hard at work this year. We could 
not have accomplished what we have 
without the contributions of our mem-
bers. I want, in particular, to commend 
our newest members, Senators CARDIN 
and WHITEHOUSE, for their exceptional 
work. They have initiated legislative 
efforts, chaired important hearings, 
and been full partners in the work of 
the committee. 

I would also like to thank and com-
mend Senator DURBIN for chairing our 
newest subcommittee, the Sub-
committee on Human Rights and the 
Law, and for making it one of the most 
active and productive subcommittees 
we have. Senator DURBIN has origi-
nated genocide accountability and 
child soldier accountability legislation, 
trafficking in persons legislation, and 
war crimes legislation, all in rapid suc-
cession. He has made the Human 
Rights Subcommittee into what we 
hoped it would be, a vehicle to focus 
our attention on fundamental aspects 
of what makes us all Americans. We all 
owe him a debt of gratitude. 

Of course, we would not be nearly as 
far along in our work without the help 
of our Republican members, led by Sen-
ator SPECTER. We have proceeded with 
significant bipartisan legislation on 
privacy, press shield, patents, FOIA, 
public corruption, and crime. Currently 
we are working together to improve 
the FISA legislation about to be con-
sidered by the Senate by exploring 
whether we can adopt an amendment 
that will increase accountability 
through the procedural device of sub-
stitution, rather than a blanket grant 
of retroactive immunity for the 
warrantless wiretapping of Americans 
that took place from 2001 through 2007. 
Senator SPECTER and I joined to seek 
to restore the great writ of habeas cor-
pus but, despite support by a majority 
of the Senate, we were stymied by a 
Republican filibuster. Likewise, we 
have joined to achieve majority sup-
port for voting rights for the District 
of Columbia only to be blocked this 
year by another Republican filibuster. 

I hope that as we enter these last few 
weeks of the year, we are allowed to 
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make progress on the matters I have 
outlined here today and that the ob-
struction that has stalled our further 
progress will not be continued. Let us 
move forward together in the best in-
terest of the American people. Any 
Senator can prevent action on an item 
in these waning days of the session. 
There is no secret or magic about that. 
The question for Senators this month 
is whether they are willing to put aside 
minor differences and partisan agendas 
to join with us in making progress and 
moving forward. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will be a period of morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
statement, the Senator from Colorado 
be recognized. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to my friend from 
Kentucky comment about my state-
ment on Iraq and the importance of 
disengagement with the withdrawal of 
American troops. I don’t intend to re-
state my positions on the war this 
afternoon. I came to the floor to ad-
dress another issue. But I will point 
out that one of the best votes I have 
cast in the Senate was in opposition to 
the resolution, supported by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, that took us into 
Iraq, where American forces have been 
fighting for a longer time than all of 
World War II and where we see the con-
tinued loss of American lives—some 37 
American lives lost last month—and 
billions in taxpayer dollars flooding 
into the sands of Iraq. Still, there is 
not the reconciliation by the Iraqi po-
litical leadership to develop some kind 
of Government that could be the basis 
for independence in the future. As our 
brave men and women are fighting gal-
lantly and with great valor there, they 
are entitled to a policy that is worthy 
of their valor. Today they are effec-
tively being held hostage by Iraqi poli-
ticians who refuse to negotiate among 
themselves and form a government. 
That might be satisfactory to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky but not to the 

Senator from Massachusetts. Evi-
dently, the Senator from Kentucky 
wants to give a blank check to the 
Iraqi politicians: Continue your squab-
bles over there, while we continue to 
see the loss of American lives and 
blood. 

Not the Senator from Massachusetts. 
They have had their time. What is 
going to convince the Iraqi politicians 
we are serious? What will send the mes-
sage is when we demonstrate that we 
are starting to withdraw American 
troops. Then they are going to make 
political judgments for their survival. 

But not today. If the Senator from 
Kentucky wants to continue an open- 
ended commitment with American 
lives and American treasure, that is his 
position. It is not mine. I don’t think 
that is where the American people are. 

How long is it going to take for the 
Iraqi politicians to get together? They 
are not doing it now. They didn’t do it 
yesterday. They don’t appear to be 
willing to do it tomorrow, even though 
we have had assurances from the ad-
ministration that success was around 
the corner. 

This is a matter of enormous impor-
tance and consequence. We will con-
tinue the debate. That is why I am a 
strong supporter of what our leader 
pointed out earlier today, talking 
about a proposal that has been put for-
ward in terms of what is called bridge 
funding. 

f 

THE ECONOMY 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 

to take a few moments to talk about 
the state of our economy. I do so be-
cause during the break, I had the op-
portunity to talk with a lot of people 
in my own State of Massachusetts. Our 
State is not greatly different from 
many other States, certainly in the 
northeastern and central part of the 
Nation, older industrial States. The 
conclusion of working families and the 
middle class is pretty consistent across 
the country, that the state of our econ-
omy has given working families a good 
deal of fear. 

Let me review quickly what our cur-
rent situation is. The vast majority of 
Americans are anxious about the econ-
omy. This is from the latest poll in No-
vember of 2007: 78 percent say the econ-
omy is getting worse, the most nega-
tive outlook in the past 16 years. We 
have to ask ourselves: Is this a Demo-
cratic, Independent or Republican 
view? Let’s look across the spectrum: 
89 percent of Democrats feel that way, 
and these are representatives of work-
ing families; Independents are 78 per-
cent. Even among Republicans, 65 per-
cent believe the economy is getting 
worse. 

This sense of anxiety about a grow-
ing economy has been there for some 
time. Look where it was in January of 
2001. Fifty-six percent of Americans 
were concerned about the economy. 
Now look at November of 2007. It has 
gone from 56 percent to 78 percent who 
are concerned about the economy. 

Let’s look at how working families 
view the future for the next genera-
tion, their children. Working families 
feel insecure about their children’s eco-
nomic future. This is a current assess-
ment of how working families view 
what is going to happen to their chil-
dren: 23 percent believe their children 
will be better off than they are today; 
30 percent believe their children will 
have the same future as they have; and 
42 percent believe their children will be 
worse off than today. This is a defining 
aspect of what our country is about. It 
is about the American dream. It is 
about hope and opportunity, not only 
for themselves but for their children 
and their children’s children. When you 
lose that hope, you begin to lose work-
ing families’ views about the American 
dream. 

This chart shows an explanation of 
why this has happened. We are growing 
further apart in terms of wages and 
productivity for middle-income fami-
lies. From 1947 to 1962, as we came out 
of World War II, as productivity in-
creased, wages increased, and the econ-
omy went along together, all of the dif-
ferent quintiles of the American econ-
omy went along together. We all grew 
together. There was a sense of opti-
mism and hope because we had a 
shared economy, a shared future. But 
look at what has happened in terms of 
real wages and productivity. Produc-
tivity has escalated 205 percent. Wages 
have effectively gone up about 5 per-
cent over the last 7 years in terms of 
real dollars and the rest of that produc-
tivity has gone to the wealthiest indi-
viduals. 

One of the principle reasons is be-
cause wages have effectively remained 
stagnant. We have seen what has hap-
pened to the price of gasoline. It is up 
66 percent. Health care is up 38 percent. 
Education is up 43 percent. Home own-
ership is up nearly 40 percent, and ef-
fectively wages are stagnant at 5 per-
cent. These are the things that families 
are concerned about, how they are 
going to get to work. How they are 
going to be able to afford health care, 
to send their children to school? Are 
they going to have a home? 

This is what all of us have seen in 
many of the colder regions of the coun-
try. As the temperature drops, home 
heating oil prices have gone through 
the roof: $1.83 a gallon in 2001; in 2007, 
$3.29. It has gone up 33 percent in real 
terms since last year. So homes have 
gotten more expensive. Education is 
more expensive. Fuel is more expen-
sive. Health care is more expensive. 
Heating oil is more expensive. This has 
all contributed to the growth of insecu-
rity. 

The price of food has risen faster 
than the rate of inflation. Whether it is 
a pound of beef or whether it is eggs, 
prices are rising up to 50 percent faster 
than the rate of inflation. Even milk is 
higher than the rate of inflation. 

All of this has been happening while 
working families have been working 
longer and harder than those in any 
other industrial nation of the world. 
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Here, as shown on this chart, we have 

nearly 40 million Americans—28 per-
cent of the American workforce—who 
work more than 40 hours a week. Also, 
1 in 10 workers works more than 50 
hours a week. So almost 30 percent 
work more than 40 hours a week. Mr. 
President, 7.9 million Americans are 
working two or more jobs. American 
working hours are the second highest 
of any of the developed countries. 

This chart is a good indicator. Amer-
icans’ work has increased more than 
any other industrialized country of the 
world. Here it is: 20 percent from 1970 
to 2002. Here, as shown on this chart, is 
the United States. Workers are work-
ing longer. They are working harder. 
Many of them are getting two jobs. 
And the essential elements that are 
necessary for their livelihood have far 
exceeded their wages and, therefore, 
they find increasing apprehension 
about their own future and about the 
future of their country. 

This chart is an indicator about 
where we are in terms of savings. Cred-
it card debt has exploded, bringing cash 
available for an average family down 
to $1,600. The credit card debt has gone 
absolutely up through the roof. This 
chart shows that Americans now owe 
$900 billion in credit card debt. This is 
the escalation: People are borrowing 
this money, relying more and more on 
the credit card; and the fees that are 
being charged are extraordinary. But 
Americans will have to pay them be-
cause they cannot see any other way. 

This chart is an indicator of where 
the savings have been going over the 
period of the last 40 years. The red line 
indicates that the savings have gone 
right down. We are talking about work-
ing families with virtually no savings. 
There is an extraordinary escalation in 
terms of the cost, and all of this is hap-
pening at the same time. 

This chart shows that millions of 
American families are facing losing 
their homes. Foreclosures are rising 
dramatically—177 percent from 2005. 
Pick up any newspaper in the country 
today and you will see that kind of 
pressure that is on working families. 
With all the apprehension they have, 
can they afford the mortgage, particu-
larly at this time of the year, Christ-
mastime? Can they afford the mort-
gage? And can they afford to try to cel-
ebrate Christmas with their children? 

These are the mortgage woes that are 
creating a ‘‘subprime’’ Christmas for 
consumers in stores. This is the Har-
riman family who normally spends 
about $500 on holiday gifts. This season 
they have a wrenching choice: cele-
brate Christmas or keep their home 
out of foreclosure. Many families have 
gone into that situation. 

There is an increasing number of 
bankruptcies. This chart shows the es-
calation now in terms of the number of 
bankruptcies that are taking place 
among working families in this coun-
try—escalating, escalating, escalating. 
As shown on this chart, this is by quar-
ters. This is 2007: the first quarter, the 

second quarter, the third quarter—and 
it is continuing to escalate and grow 
and grow. Houses are being lost. Bank-
ruptcies are taking place. 

This is one of the very distressing 
charts. This couple and child represent 
a middle-class family, middle-income 
family from the last generation, which 
would be 40 years ago. This is the cur-
rent situation for the last generation’s 
children. 

You will see that 19 percent rise to 
the top of the economic ladder; 17 per-
cent fall to the bottom. Look what the 
total is: 36 percent of the children of 
middle-income families rose somewhat, 
and 41 percent of the children fell—fell 
slightly or fell to the bottom. These 
are the children of middle-income fam-
ilies, the backbone of this country, our 
society, and this is what has happened 
to them. These are the latest figures, 
and families know that. 

It is bad enough for the average fam-
ily, but it has been particularly dam-
aging in terms of a number of the mi-
nority groups. In this case, African 
Americans born to middle-class parents 
have fallen out of the middle class. In 
the last 20 years, in middle-income 
families, 69 percent of the children—ef-
fectively 70 percent—have fallen into 
lower economic standing. This has 
probably been true in terms of other 
minority groups as well. 

We are growing farther and farther 
apart, increasing inequality, increasing 
uncertainty, at a time when the safety 
nets are effectively disappearing—dis-
appearing in terms of pensions, dis-
appearing in terms of health care costs, 
disappearing in terms of unemploy-
ment compensation. All of those safety 
nets have been put in tatters at a time 
when working families and their chil-
dren are in the greatest need. 

This chart shows the number of unin-
sured Americans. We are familiar with 
the figures. They are used daily. Now 
the number is close to 47 million. This 
is even in spite of the fact that the 
CHIP program was implemented during 
this period of time and has actually 
provided health care for up to 7 million 
children. 

This chart is interesting because we 
have too many working Americans 
lacking insurance. Look at this: More 
than 80 million adults and children—1 
out of every 3 nonelderly individuals— 
have spent some part of the last 2 years 
without health insurance. Without in-
surance: 80 million—80 million in a 
country of 300 million people. So 80 
million people have spent some time 
over the last 2 years without health in-
surance. And 85 percent of them were 
working adults. These are working men 
and women. These are men and women 
who are working, in many instances, 
two jobs—working longer and harder 
than at any other time in the history 
of our country, and they are still fac-
ing this situation. 

This chart shows that half of Amer-
ican workers do not have any form of 
retirement savings at work. They effec-
tively have no pension savings. That is 

half of all the workers in this country. 
It is a rather important shift and 
change in recent times. Now it is going 
in the absolutely wrong direction. Mr. 
President, 4 million fewer Americans 
have pensions than 7 years ago. In 2000, 
46 million workers had one. Now it is 42 
million workers, and these numbers are 
going right on down. They are not 
going in the right direction. They are 
going in the wrong direction. 

This chart is another way of saying 
that only one in five workers now has 
a defined benefit pension which will 
give the workers some assurance there 
will be benefits there. Others have the 
401(k)s that may be going up or may be 
going down, and we have seen a period 
where they were going down, and they 
have lost their security in terms of 
their future. That has been happening 
over the period of the last 16 years, 
where increasing numbers have lost 
their security. 

American workers lack access to the 
needed paid sick days. What is hap-
pening in the middle class is there are 
increasing numbers of children who 
need focus and attention because two 
members of the family are working and 
their child is sick. Also, because par-
ents are living longer, working families 
have more responsibilities to provide 
care for needy members of their fam-
ily. But only 48 percent have paid sick 
days, and 70 percent do not have paid 
days to care for sick children. So it is 
a very small number of parents who 
have that. They are caught in the situ-
ation where they have a sick child, and 
they let the sick child go to school, 
where the child gets sicker and, 
chances are, contaminates other chil-
dren as well. 

Unemployment has risen under Presi-
dent Bush and his failed economic poli-
cies. Unemployment has increased by 
1.2 million people from January 2001 to 
October 2007. But long-term unemploy-
ment has gone up 59 percent. This is 
long-term employment. These are peo-
ple who have lost their jobs and are un-
able to get a job. They effectively were 
participants in the job market. This 
figure is unusually high and it’s been 
high for an unusually long period of 
time. 

There are a final few points I want to 
mention. The majority of the unem-
ployed workers do not receive benefits. 
We used to think if you were unem-
ployed, you were going to get unem-
ployment insurance. Not anymore. 
Sixty-four percent of unemployed 
workers receive nothing at all from un-
employment insurance. For those who 
do now collect benefits, they are often 
inadequate. Average unemployment in-
surance checks are down to 28 percent 
of income. This is an antiquated sys-
tem. Now workers who actually pay 
into it are ineligible to get it for a va-
riety of different kinds of technical 
reasons. We are trying to work with 
the Finance Committee, with Senator 
BAUCUS and others to address this 
issue. These are workers who have paid 
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in or are otherwise eligible for unem-
ployment compensation and are unable 
to collect it. 

Effectively, as shown, this is the in-
adequacy in terms of childcare. Only 14 
percent of eligible children have access 
to Government-assisted childcare. 

These charts give you some idea why 
the working families of America have 
such apprehension in terms of the fu-
ture and in terms of their own lives. 
We need the programs to be able to 
deal with this situation. We have a 
number of recommendations, and I will 
mention them very quickly this after-
noon and will put in additional kinds of 
information. 

First, we need to safeguard working 
families from the turbulence of the 
modern economy by providing stronger 
and better support for families in cri-
sis. Our country is going through pro-
found economic shifts, and too many 
workers are losing their jobs in the 
wake of these changes. 

I have introduced bipartisan legisla-
tion, the Unemployment Insurance 
Modernization Act, to make sure those 
who have worked hard and paid into 
the system get the benefits they de-
serve. I hope we will see progress on 
the bill soon so that much more that 
needs to be done will be done to help 
Americans who are struggling to find a 
job. 

We also need an aggressive agenda to 
help families facing a health care cri-
sis. We must make more progress to-
ward a universal, comprehensive pro-
gram that is going to be there and be 
available and accessible to all Ameri-
cans. 

In the meantime, we can follow the 
examples of my own State, Massachu-
setts, which has taken the lead in pro-
viding our residents access to quality 
health care. It is absolutely essential, 
as these charts pointed out, that we ad-
dress this problem. 

Strengthening the safety net alone is 
not enough. We need to redouble our ef-
forts to restore economic opportunity 
for families. Americans are working 
harder than ever, and they need the ad-
ditional kinds of training. In my State 
now we have 145,000 unemployed. We 
have 75,000 job openings. They are good 
jobs. Yet, we have seen a continuing re-
duction in terms of training programs. 
Those people could get the jobs and be 
taxpayers and be committed and pro-
ductive members of society. But we 
have seen over the period of the recent 
years, including with this last budget 
request, a continued reduction in terms 
of training programs by this adminis-
tration. 

We know workers have to have a con-
tinuing, ongoing upgrading of their 
skills in order to be able to deal with 
these jobs. I think we need labor law 
reforms, such as the Employee Free 
Choice Act, to protect the right to or-
ganize so employees can stand up and 
fight for what is fair. 

I think we need to address again the 
earned income tax credit to help those 
at the bottom of the economic ladder 

who have worked hard and played by 
the rules. We have to continue, I think, 
the progress we have made in the in-
crease in the minimum wage so we do 
not fall back in terms of providing 
working families with a decent income. 

The late Barbara Jordan once said: 
What the [American] people want is very 

simple. They want an America as good as its 
promise. 

The promise of America is that it is 
truly a land of opportunity, where 
every working family can share in the 
Nation’s prosperity, where we all rise 
together, and we can be confident that 
our children have a bright future. For 
decades we enjoyed that vision of 
shared prosperity. I am confident we 
can make that promise a reality for 
American families again. We owe it to 
all the workers who have seen their 
bills go up, while their paychecks go 
down. We owe it to all the parents who 
cannot sleep at night because they are 
worried about their children’s future. 
We owe it to all the families who are 
struggling and need a reason to cele-
brate this holiday season. We owe the 
American people our best efforts, and I 
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle in the 
weeks and months ahead to put work-
ing families back on track. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3688 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
remarks in morning business for about 
15 minutes, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 480, H.R. 
3688, the United States-Peru Trade Pro-
motion Agreement; that the statutory 
time be reduced to 10 hours, equally di-
vided as provided for under the statute; 
that when the Senate resumes the 
measure on Tuesday, December 4, there 
be 90 minutes remaining for debate 
equally divided; that upon the use or 
yielding back of time, the measure be 
set aside until 2:15 p.m. and, without 
further intervening action or debate, 
the Senate proceed to vote on passage 
of H.R. 3688 at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday. 

This unanimous consent agreement 
has been cleared by both sides. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
this afternoon to speak in connection 
with the 2007 farm bill which was being 
debated on the floor of the Senate over 
the last several weeks prior to the time 
of Thanksgiving. As I rise to speak 
about the farm bill, I wish to say thank 
you to my colleague and good friend 
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, 
for again bringing to the attention of 
the American public the importance of 
what is happening economically across 
the spectrum of America today, which 

is that there is a great sense of concern 
and instability and nervousness among 
the American public about what is hap-
pening in their own economic lives and 
whether their children will have access 
to higher education, whether they will 
be able to afford health care and health 
care insurance, whether gas prices are 
going to essentially force them to not 
be able to afford the essentials of life. 

I think within all of that, one of the 
things Senator KENNEDY so eloquently 
speaks to is this covenant of America, 
that somehow we are all here as Ameri-
cans in a common mission to try to 
create a better world for our children 
and for our grandchildren and for the 
rest of humanity. The one thing we 
cannot afford to do is to allow that 
covenant to be broken. We in this 
Chamber of the U.S. Senate, working 
in a bipartisan way, have an obligation 
to ensure that the covenant of America 
is something we honor, something we 
give dignity to in our efforts through 
our work. 

As part of that work, one of the 
things I think is very critical is that 
we not forget those parts of America 
which, in many ways, have been the 
forgotten America, and those are the 
communities of rural America. Those 
are communities like the towns and 
the counties where I come from and the 
county of Conejos County, which is one 
of the poorest counties in the United 
States of America, which, no matter 
how well the rest of America is doing, 
seems to be struggling on the vine. 

So it is important for us in the Sen-
ate, in the weeks and days ahead, to do 
everything we can to make sure we 
pass the farm bill because it is a farm 
bill that is good for America. It is a 
farm bill that is good for nutrition. As 
my good friend KENT CONRAD and my 
good friend Senator HARKIN have kept 
reminding the people of America, 67 
percent of the bill we are working on is 
for nutrition. That aspect of our legis-
lation is invented to provide assistance 
to those who are most in need. So I am 
hopeful that as we move forward this 
week and next week, we as the Senate 
will come together on a bipartisan 
basis to move forward with a farm bill 
that is so essential to the food security 
of the Nation. 

I wish to thank Chairman HARKIN 
and Senator CHAMBLISS for their hard 
work on this farm bill we have put so 
much time on for the last 21⁄2 years. I 
also thank Chairman BAUCUS and 
Ranking Member GRASSLEY for their 
work on the Finance Committee be-
cause their contribution to this farm 
bill has been so essential to get us to a 
point where we have a forward-think-
ing and balanced bill on the floor. I 
know that as I speak this afternoon, 
there are negotiations underway with 
respect to whether we can narrow the 
number of amendments to be consid-
ered on the floor so that we can move 
forward to consideration and hopefully 
final passage of this bill. 

A lot of folks in this country are 
looking to us in the Senate this week 
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and next to see whether we have the 
courage to pass a farm bill. In my view, 
we must pass this farm bill. It is a bill 
that helps the 50 million Americans 
living in rural communities. It is a bill 
that helps kids who deserve fresh fruits 
and vegetables with their lunches. It is 
a bill that helps put healthy and safe 
food on the tables of the people of this 
country. It helps us reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil and build a clean 
energy economy for the 21st century, 
and in my view that clean energy econ-
omy will be the signature domestic and 
foreign policy issue of our future here 
in America. 

A few days ago, I was in the San Luis 
Valley with my family at our ranch. 
Our land, which we have ranched on for 
five generations, is just a few miles 
north of the New Mexico-Colorado bor-
der in a county that reflects many of 
the challenges that are facing rural 
America. Almost a quarter of the resi-
dents in my home county of Conejos— 
that is one in four—live below the pov-
erty line, with a median household in-
come of around $27,000 a year. In the 
neighboring county, Costilla County, 
household income is about half the me-
dian in the United States. 

It is an inescapable fact of America 
that rural communities across the 
country are struggling. Median income 
in rural counties nationwide is $11,000 
lower than the national median. If you 
live in a rural community, that means 
you are going to be making a lot less 
money than if you live in a nonrural 
community. Jobs and population are 
disappearing in these counties. 

I wish to point out this map. It is a 
map of what has happened just in the 
last 5 years here in the United States 
of America. The counties that are in 
red on this map are counties that have 
lost population. These are part of the 
rural America we are trying to address 
in this bill by opening a whole new 
chapter of opportunity that will give 
the farmers and ranchers and residents 
of these rural counties and States and 
communities for the good way of life, 
the way the rest of America has that 
good way of life. All of the counties on 
this map that are either red or yellow 
are counties that are losing population 
and are falling behind the national av-
erage. Many of those counties are 
counties such as the ones in my State. 
There you will find schools with declin-
ing enrollments, you will find hospitals 
and health clinics across those coun-
ties that are closing, and you will find 
stores on Main Streets that are getting 
boarded up. 

Here is a picture of downtown Brush, 
CO. Mr. President, you know these 
towns and communities in Virginia the 
way I do in my State of Colorado. I can 
go across the eastern plains or the 
southern part of my State, and in town 
after town out in the rural areas of my 
State, these Main Streets of America 
are being boarded up and are for sale 
because of the declining economic vi-
tality in those communities. These are 
places where the tractor dealerships, 

the hardware stores, and the feed 
stores are closing down. You know 
from all of the signs you see out there 
that farmers and ranchers are strug-
gling. 

This has certainly been the case in 
Colorado. We have had a severe 
drought in my State now for the last 8 
years, and we are now just pulling out 
of that drought. In 2002, we lost 30 per-
cent of our wheat on account of the 
drought. The acres that were harvested 
had an average yield of 23 bushels per 
acre—not enough to cover the oper-
ating and overhead costs of producing 
those 23 bushels per acre. In 2004, it 
happened again, and we lost 600,000 
acres of wheat production in my State 
of Colorado. In 2006, again, our wheat 
losses amounted to around $95 million. 
But it is not just wheat and corn; it is 
also what has happened with respect to 
disasters in my State. This is a picture 
taken in Washington County, named 
after George Washington, right outside 
of Akron, CO, where you see the results 
of drought which essentially have anni-
hilated this field from any kind of 
yield or production on the eastern 
plains. 

Over the last few weeks, I have heard 
people, both in this Chamber and espe-
cially in the media, paint a rosy pic-
ture of our rural economies. They say 
corn and soy and wheat prices are up, 
and they argue, therefore, that farmers 
are doing well and perhaps a farm bill 
is not needed. They use this as a 
ground for attacking and blocking the 
bill that is before us—this bill, which is 
a bipartisan product. But it is no secret 
that the commodity prices in the busi-
ness section aren’t a very good indica-
tion of how farmers and ranchers are 
actually doing. If corn prices are up, 
that doesn’t necessarily mean farms 
and ranches in Baca County or Yuma 
County, CO, are doing much better. I 
can tell you that the cattle business, 
for one—the cattle business, which I 
know well—gets a whole lot more dif-
ficult when feed prices are high. 

Where has Washington been while 
our farmers and ranchers have been 
fighting to stay afloat? For years, in 
my view, Washington has turned a 
blind eye to the problems in rural 
America, perhaps because we in rural 
America don’t have the clout people in 
urban America have because of their 
votes. It is a neglect that is surfacing 
yet again among those who hold this 
legislation from going forward. 

This neglect is disheartening when 
you know just how much possibility 
and promise there is in the rural com-
munities of America. With modest in-
vestments, rural America can be the 
engine of our clean energy economy, 
fueling an alternative energy revolu-
tion that capitalizes on the hard work, 
the productivity, and the entrepreneur-
ship of our farmers and ranchers across 
our great land. It can continue to pro-
vide us safe and healthy food, and it 
can continue to protect millions of 
acres of land and waterways that we 
value. 

Here is a picture of one of the edu-
cational programs in my State called 
EQIP which is addressed in this farm 
bill. This picture shows the farm bill at 
work, helping to protect our land and 
our water while keeping our farmers 
the most productive in the world. 
These are some of our farmers from the 
Saint Vrain and Boulder Creek water-
sheds learning some new practices that 
reduce tillage and increase the yields 
from our farms. 

The field day which is shown in this 
picture was part of a 3-year EQIP con-
servation innovation grant that was 
done in partnership with the local con-
servation district, with the local farm-
ers, seed companies, and farm equip-
ment dealers. At the end of the day, 
these farmers went home with a few 
ways to boost their bottom line while 
protecting the land and water of Colo-
rado and America. 

The farm bill has an enormous im-
pact on this Nation’s land and water. 
We think about America the beautiful, 
this great land. Well, non-Federal agri-
cultural and forest lands occupy about 
70 percent of the lands in the lower 48 
States. So 70 percent of the lands in 
the 48 States is what is at the heart of 
this farm bill. Seven out of ten acres in 
the contiguous United States are af-
fected by the farm bill. These lands 
provide the habitat and corridors that 
support healthy wildlife populations, 
filter groundwater supplies, regulate 
surface water flows, sequester carbon, 
and provide the open space and vistas 
we all love. As I learned growing up on 
our ranch in southern Colorado, farm-
ers and ranchers are some of the best 
stewards of these resources. They want 
to take care of their land because they 
know that taking care of their land 
and water is essential for their liveli-
hood. 

Our farmers also want to be very 
much a part of a clean energy future 
for America. This is a picture of an 
ethanol plant, which is new, in Ster-
ling, CO. This ethanol plant produces 
about 42 million gallons of fuel a year. 
This is only one of three plants in our 
State that have come on line just in 
the last 2 years and partly as a result 
of the work that was done in this 
Chamber in the 2005 Energy Policy Act. 
It is part of the renewable energy revo-
lution that is taking place across 
America. Title 9 of the farm bill ad-
dresses this renewable energy future 
for our country. A fourth ethanol plant 
just like this one has come on line in 
Colorado just in the last week. 

But it goes beyond biofuels, which is 
a central part of this section of the 
farm bill. It goes to other kinds of re-
newable energy. 

It goes to programs such as wind. 
Here is a wind farm in Prowers County 
in the eastern plains of Colorado, out 
in that part of the ‘‘forgotten Amer-
ica.’’ It is that part that is so red in my 
State because we know that is part of 
the area that was part of the great 
Dust Bowl, which, even at this point in 
time, in 2007, is a place that is so 
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sparsely populated but has so much po-
tential for our future. This wind farm 
in Prowers County is part of an effort 
in our State whereby, at the end of 
2008, we project we will be producing 
over 1,000 megawatts of power from 
wind in Colorado. That is the equiva-
lent of the amount of electricity pro-
duced by three coal-fired powerplants, 
and we have been able to do that in a 
period of 2 years. 

We planted the seeds for these kinds 
of projects in the 2005 Energy Policy 
Act and in the Energy bills we passed 
earlier this year, which I hope we get 
to refurbish and pass again in the next 
several days. But the farm bill is also 
part of that. 

The 2007 farm bill takes the next step 
by helping farmers and ranchers deploy 
the renewable energy technologies that 
have been developed in lots of places 
around our country, including the Na-
tional Renewable Energy Lab in Gold-
en, CO. 

With the $1.3 billion that this bill de-
votes to energy programs, farmers will 
be able to apply for grants to develop 
biorefineries and to improve the han-
dling, harvest, transport, and storage 
of feedstocks for biofuels. The bill in-
cludes tax credits for small wind tur-
bines and cellulosic biofuel production. 
And it stimulates research into the 
methods and technologies that will 
allow the most productive lands in the 
world to provide more and more of our 
energy. The farm bill, in title IX, 
shows us how rural America will help 
us grow our way to energy independ-
ence. 

Reducing our dependence upon for-
eign oil will be the central national se-
curity, environmental security, and 
economic security challenge for all of 
us in the coming decades. It is also a 
tremendous opportunity. 

The country that successfully re-
places its imports of foreign oil with 
clean home-grown energy will reap 
competitive and technological advan-
tages that will keep it out front in the 
world for decades to come. 

Mr. President, it is time to put the 
interests of rural America before the 
politics of obstructionism. I urge my 
colleagues, Democrats and Repub-
licans, to find a way forward in which 
we can narrow the number of amend-
ments that have been filed on this leg-
islation, so that under the leadership of 
Senator HARKIN and Senator CHAM-
BLISS we can have an opportunity to 
vote on a final farm bill as part of the 
Christmas present that we should be 
delivering to the American people. It is 
my hope that, as we move forward on 
the farm bill, we move forward with 
equal fervor in having the Energy bill 
concluded, which is now on its way to 
passage in the House of Representa-
tives. 

I yield the floor. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, morn-
ing business is closed. 

f 

UNITED STATES-PERU TRADE 
PROMOTION AGREEMENT IMPLE-
MENTATION ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to the consider-
ation of H.R. 3688, which the clerk will 
report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3688) to implement the United 

States-Peru Trade Promotion Agreement. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, is the 
business of the Senate at this point the 
Peruvian Free Trade Agreement? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
going to speak about that subject, and 
I will confess, as I start, that the old 
admonition never argue with someone 
who buys ink by the barrel is some-
thing I should have learned long ago. I 
take issue with a company that buys 
ink by the tanker truck: the Wash-
ington Post. 

Speaking of trade, the Washington 
Post described, I think, why there is 
not so much of a thoughtful debate 
about trade as there is a thoughtless 
debate about it. In this editorial, they 
say this about trade in an attempt to 
criticize some of those who are running 
for President and are distancing them-
selves from the brand of free trade. 
What the Washington Post says is that 
a candidate said the following quote: 

NAFTA was a mistake to the extent that it 
did not deliver what we had hoped it would, 
and that is why I call for a trade time out. 

One candidate said NAFTA was a 
mistake, and they quoted the can-
didate saying it. The Washington Post 
says: 

Such demagoguery. 

So it is now demagoguery for a can-
didate for President to allege that a 
trade agreement was a mistake. That 
is demagoguery? I don’t quite under-
stand the Washington Post. The Wash-
ington Post says that NAFTA didn’t 
cause the current U.S. trade deficit 
with Mexico. Really? That is an inter-
esting conclusion, with no facts to sup-
port it. There are no facts to support 
that conclusion. 

I think I will show a chart that shows 
what has happened to our trade with 
Mexico since the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, NAFTA, was signed. 
The evidence is pretty substantial 

about what happened with our trade 
between the United States and Mexico: 
Just prior to negotiating a free trade 
agreement with Mexico, we had a very 
small surplus with the country of Mex-
ico of $1.5 billion. Now, last year, it 
went from a very small surplus to a $65 
billion deficit. The Washington Post 
says—about a candidate that said 
NAFTA was a mistake—that is dema-
goguery. Give us a break. It is not dem-
agoguery to suggest that something 
doesn’t work when we have gone from 
a $1.5 billion trade surplus to a $65 bil-
lion deficit. 

The Washington Post also says that 
the agreements contributed marginally 
to the shifting of workers from some 
less competitive sectors to others. 
That is arcane language to describe 
what happened. After NAFTA, the 
three largest imports from Mexico to 
the United States are automobiles, 
automobile parts, and electronics. The 
contention was made by those who sup-
ported NAFTA that this would only 
mean the migration of low-skill, low- 
income work to Mexico. It didn’t hap-
pen quite that way. Automobiles, auto-
mobile parts, and electronics represent 
the products of high-skill labor in this 
country, and those jobs have been lost. 

I only wished to point out that the 
Washington Post described for us today 
why this debate about trade has large-
ly been thoughtless. Yes, it is a global 
economy, I understand that. There are 
many faces to the global economy— 
some very attractive and some not so 
attractive. I will try to describe them 
both today. The global economy has 
galloped forward at a very aggressive 
pace, but the rules have not kept pace. 
So the result is we have some very sig-
nificant problems and dislocations. We 
are drowning in trade debt in this 
country, and I will describe that. 

What is before us is another free 
trade agreement, the free trade agree-
ment with Peru. Let me say that I can 
count votes. I understand what will 
happen in this Chamber. The Senate 
will support and vote for the free trade 
agreement with Peru. 

I maintain again today that I am not 
going to vote for additional free trade 
agreements until benchmarks are at-
tached and there is accountability for 
those benchmarks. Had we had bench-
marks in the NAFTA, we would not 
have gone from a $1.5 billion surplus to 
a $65 billion deficit. We would have, at 
some point, said, wait a second, some-
thing is happening that is not right for 
our country. 

First of all, I don’t think we should 
be signing new trade agreements until 
we fix some of the fundamental prob-
lems in the old agreements. Two, I be-
lieve that the Peru agreement rep-
resents an expansion of a failed model. 
It has failed before and will fail again. 
And, No. 3, I don’t think it contains— 
I know it doesn’t contain any bench-
marks or accountability or a mecha-
nism for withdrawal should the trade 
agreement fail at least relative to what 
we expect the trade agreement to ac-
complish. 
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So I don’t intend to support this 

trade agreement, not because I don’t 
support trade. I support trade, and 
plenty of it. I believe, however, it 
ought to be fair. And the failed model 
brought to us time and time again I 
will demonstrate today has failed this 
country. It has not failed everybody, 
but it has failed this country, and it is 
not in this country’s best interest. This 
is language I assume the Washington 
Post would call demagoguery. If they 
suggest that it is demagoguery for a 
candidate for President to say NAFTA 
was a mistake, when all of the evidence 
demonstrates it was a mistake, I as-
sume they may want to turn off their 
television sets when I am speaking at 
this point because they will certainly 
consider that demagoguery. It is rath-
er, however, not a thoughtless debate. 
It is a thoughtful debate from the 
standpoint of those of us who come to 
the floor of the Senate who say we 
want trade, we support trade, we be-
lieve expanded trade is helpful to this 
country, but we insist for a change 
that the model of a trade agreement be 
a model that is mutually beneficial and 
stands up for the interests of both sides 
to that agreement. 

The agreement with Peru by itself 
will not do damage to this country. 
That is not what I allege today. Let me 
describe our trade: With China, $343 bil-
lion; Mexico, $332 billion; Japan, $120 
billion; Peru, $9 billion. I don’t allege 
that trade with Peru, which is about 
three-tenths of 1 percent of our trade, 
is going to be a serious problem be-
cause of the passage of a failed model. 
We have very large trade deficits with 
China, Japan, Mexico, the European 
Union, and Canada, all of whom are 
major trading partners. Instead of 
doing something about those signifi-
cant and growing problems—China, 
Japan, Canada, the European Union, 
and Mexico—instead of doing some-
thing about that, we bring the same 
failed model to the floor of the Senate. 

I recognize and admit that this model 
with respect to Peru has labor stand-
ards in it that did not exist and envi-
ronmental standards that did not exist 
in some other trade agreements. I will 
talk about that in a moment, espe-
cially with respect to Jordan. But the 
fact is, the foundation of this agree-
ment is the same failed model that we 
have seen in the past. 

I want to talk about that failed 
model. I want to talk about the issue of 
China, especially because when we talk 
about trade—and we must talk about 
trade, we have to talk about the 500- 
pound gorilla with respect to our trade 
problems. This chart represents what 
our trade with China looks like since 
1995 through last year, 2006. Success? 
No. These red lines going down rep-
resent huge trade deficits. Does any-
body think that is a success? I think it 
is a huge failure for our country to be 
so fundamentally out of balance in our 
trade relationship with China. It just 
continues and continues and continues. 

The question is: What will we do 
about that? Some of the cheerleaders 

for the free-trade movement and the 
cheerleaders who would look at this 
would say: You need to understand 
something. And, obviously, they would 
say: Senator DORGAN does not under-
stand it. Here is what it is. They say: 
We have increased our annual exports 
to China by $39 billion from 2000 to 
2006. That is what they would say. 
They would say: Look at this, we have 
increased our exports by $39 billion in 
just 51⁄2 years. They just will not tell 
you the rest of the story, as Paul Har-
vey would suggest. The rest of the 
story is, yes, we did increase our ex-
ports to China by $39 billion, but we in-
creased our imports from China by $188 
billion. Isn’t it interesting the picture 
you get that is very different if you 
have both sides of the equation? What 
will happen is those who support the 
free-trade model who think it works, 
who want to bury their head in the 
sand with respect to anything that rep-
resents something we should fix in our 
trade circumstance, they would only 
show you this $39 billion, only tell you 
that. They will strut around, thumbing 
their suspenders, puffing on their ci-
gars saying: Look at all this; isn’t this 
wonderful? We had a $40 billion in-
crease in exports to the country of 
China in the last 6 years. What do you 
think about that? Do you think that is 
not successful? We are dramatically in-
creasing our exports to China. How on 
Earth can you suggest that is not in 
this country’s best interest? They 
would stop the story right there. 

But if you pick up the story where it 
should be picked up, you would say: 
Yes, that is true we had almost a $40 
billion increase in exports, and good for 
us. The problem is, it was more than 
four times that amount in increased 
imports to this country, which means 
we had a net reduction in our trade re-
lationship—that is, a net increase in 
our deficit—with China of over $140 bil-
lion. That is the rest of the story. 

So for every $6 of merchandise we 
buy from China, the Chinese buy $1 of 
merchandise from us. That is not mu-
tually beneficial trade. There are a lot 
of reasons for this surging trade deficit 
with China. 

If I might show the bar chart that 
shows the surging deficits, there are 
many reasons for this surge, but among 
them is that we have a pretty bankrupt 
trade agreement with China. China is 
rampant with what is called intellec-
tual property theft. Walk down a street 
in China and buy a brand-new Amer-
ican movie, a CD. Piracy, they manipu-
late their currency, they have unfair 
barriers against U.S. exports, they 
have an unfair relationship in which 
U.S. jobs go to China because of, in 
many cases—not all cases but in many 
cases—sweatshop conditions in China. 
And so we have these circumstances 
with China that contribute to this dra-
matic increase in the U.S. trade deficit 
with China. 

China has increasingly become a 
platform for manufacturing that used 
to occur in this country. Why? Because 

they are better manufacturers? No. It 
is because you can get products manu-
factured for a fraction of the price of 
manufacturing them in this country. 

I indicated earlier the situation with 
Mexico. I described the situation with 
China. The trade deficit increased dra-
matically with China, and the trade 
deficit increased dramatically with 
Mexico. The same is true with Canada. 
With Japan, it hasn’t increased dra-
matically. It has always been large and 
never changed because that is the way 
Japan wants it. 

In the Wall Street Journal on Octo-
ber 4 of this year, there was a very in-
teresting story. It said in the headline: 
‘‘Republicans Grow Skeptical of Free 
Trade.’’ And the story described a 
poll—understand, this is in the Wall 
Street Journal—that by a 2-to-1 mar-
gin, Republican voters believe free- 
trade deals have been bad for our coun-
try’s economy. I suppose the Wash-
ington Post would also suggest that is 
demagoguery. Again, by a 2-to-1 mar-
gin, Republican voters believe free- 
trade deals have been bad for our econ-
omy. 

The poll found that 59 percent of 
polled Republican voters agreed with 
the following statement: 

Foreign trade has been bad for the U.S. 
economy because imports from abroad have 
reduced demand for American-made goods, 
cost jobs here at home, and produced poten-
tially unsafe products. 

Only 32 percent of the polled Repub-
lican voters agreed with the following 
statement: 

Foreign trade has been good for the U.S. 
economy because demand for U.S. products 
abroad has resulted in economic growth and 
jobs for Americans here at home and pro-
vided more choices for consumers. 

This poll in the Wall Street Journal 
suggests, I think, a dramatic change in 
the way Americans view this free-trade 
movement. 

In December 1999, the Wall Street 
Journal did a poll that found that only 
31 percent of Republican voters 
thought free-trade agreements hurt our 
country. But in this past month’s poll, 
they found the number of Republican 
voters went from 31 percent to 59 per-
cent. These are Republican voters. 
That is where the substantial support 
has come from for these free-trade 
agreements. Clearly, the American 
people have seen the results of the free- 
trade agreements. They understand 
these red lines, these giant trade defi-
cits are not just red lines. This isn’t 
just some red ink. It represents lost 
jobs, lost dreams. It represents some-
body coming home at night to their 
family saying: Honey, I lost my job, 
not because I am a bad worker but be-
cause I can’t compete with 20-cent-an- 
hour labor in Shen-chen, China. 

When NAFTA was debated in Con-
gress in the early 1990s, its proponents 
argued, as I indicated earlier with re-
spect to the U.S. deficit with Mexico, 
the proponents argued this would re-
sult in the creation of a couple hundred 
thousand new jobs in the United 
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States. But it is widely acknowledged 
by any economist who knows anything 
that this did not lead to the increased 
promise of U.S. jobs. The 200,000 jobs 
created annually, that was from a 
study by Mr. Hufbauer and Mr. Schott, 
a couple of economists. 

I have indicated that I previously 
taught economics in college, but I was 
able to overcome that experience. 
Hufbauer and Schott gave us this best 
economists’ analysis we can find, I 
guess. They said this will be a couple 
hundred thousand new jobs, 170,000 new 
jobs by 1995, and they rounded that up 
to 200,000 when it was sold to the Con-
gress. We now know at least 412,000 jobs 
have been certified as lost due to 
NAFTA under just one program at the 
U.S. Department of Labor. 

Ten years after NAFTA had been ap-
proved, I commissioned a study from 
the Congressional Research Service 
which identified the top 100 companies 
that laid off U.S. workers as a result of 
NAFTA between 1994 and 2002. When I 
asked the question of the Congres-
sional Research Service: Tell us how 
many Americans have lost their jobs 
due to NAFTA—they went to the De-
partment of Labor, which has a pro-
gram called trade adjustment assist-
ance. It is a program that gives tem-
porary benefits to those who are laid 
off as a result of NAFTA. This program 
requires companies to actually certify 
that they intended to eliminate U.S. 
jobs specifically because of NAFTA. 

The question of whether we have lost 
jobs due to NAFTA is on this chart 
coming from the Congressional Re-
search Service that got the data from 
the U.S. Department of Labor. It tells 
us where these jobs came from, where 
they were lost. Vanity Fair, 16,000 jobs; 
Levi Strauss, 15,676 jobs. These are cer-
tifications by the companies that they 
intend to lay off or did layoff these em-
ployees because of NAFTA. You can 
just go down the list. This isn’t me 
saying it, these are the certifications 
these companies have made to the De-
partment of Labor that these jobs are 
gone because of NAFTA, and they want 
trade adjustment assistance for the 
workers who lost their jobs. 

Sara Lee, Lucent, Fruit of the Loom, 
Texas. Fruit of the Loom underwear 
left. It is not that people stopped need-
ing or wearing underwear. It is just 
they stopped making them in America. 
So Fruit of the Loom is gone; 5,352 peo-
ple who made underwear in this coun-
try lost their jobs. That is certified by 
Fruit of the Loom to the Labor Depart-
ment saying: We laid them off. 

This is not a question of whether 
there has been a loss of jobs as a result 
of NAFTA. Just the top 100 companies 
have certified to that, the top 100 com-
panies laid off 201,000 U.S. jobs due to 
NAFTA. And if we look at all U.S. 
companies, the total number of U.S. 
jobs certified as lost to NAFTA are 
412,000, and that is just under this one 
program, trade adjustment assistance. 

I wanted to focus on the top 100 com-
panies, but we could have done all of 

them. This is sufficient, however, to 
show what has happened with respect 
to NAFTA. 

Some familiar products: Levi 
Strauss. I don’t know that there is any-
thing more American than wearing a 
pair of Levis, right? So we all buy 
Levis, except they don’t make one pair 
of Levis in America, not one. Is it be-
cause we don’t make good pockets, 
can’t sew good seats? No, not all. It is 
just that all those jobs migrated out of 
this country in search of cheap labor. 

There is a company called Nabisco. 
Do you know what it stands for? Na-
tional Biscuit Company. Nabisco is 
short for National Biscuit Company. 
Presumably ‘‘national’’ is in this coun-
try, except that the National Biscuit 
Company now belongs outside this 
country when it comes to making 
cookies. So Fig Newton cookies moved 
from America to Mexico. The National 
Biscuit Company Fig Newton cookies 
migrated to Mexico. Is it because they 
can’t shovel fig paste as effectively in 
New Jersey as they can in Mexico? No. 
Shoveling fig paste is the same all over 
the world. It is just you can get some-
body to shovel fig paste a whole lot less 
expensively in Mexico than in this 
country, if you use low-wage labor that 
is not protected by the kinds of basic 
labor protections we have in this coun-
try. So the National Biscuit Company 
is no longer national, at least with re-
spect to Fig Newton cookies. 

I mentioned Fruit of the Loom, 
Mattel. We hear a lot about Mattel 
these days, of toys from China. They 
closed their last factory in the United 
States, a western Kentucky plant, that 
produced toys—Barbie playhouses and 
so on, battery-powered pickup trucks— 
for 30 years. They shipped production 
from the 980-person plant in Kentucky 
to factories in Mexico. 

John Deere, 1,150 workers, on this 
chart—made lawn mowers, chainsaws— 
gone to Mexico. 

Well, we understand the Peru trade 
agreement is an agreement that is not 
going to threaten the economic inter-
ests of this country. I don’t assert that 
is the case. I do assert, however, that it 
is a failed model, and we have seen 
plenty of it. I have been on the floor of 
the Senate on many occasions saying 
why don’t we fix that which is wrong in 
previous agreements before we bring 
new agreements to the floor of the Sen-
ate. But we never do that. We just keep 
bringing new agreements to the Sen-
ate. 

The Peru trade deal does include 
some labor protections. That is true. 
And that is a welcomed development. 
But labor protections in a trade agree-
ment don’t mean very much if there is 
not the political will to enforce them. 
Under the Peru deal, the only party 
that can seek enforcement of labor vio-
lations is the administration. And the 
Bush administration has, apparently, I 
am told, given assurances to the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce these labor pro-
visions are not going to be vigorously 
enforced. When the deal was announced 

on May 2007, the U.S. Chamber issued a 
statement saying it had received assur-
ances that the labor provisions could 
not be enforced. Let me quote: 

We are encouraged by assurances that the 
labor provisions cannot be read to require 
compliance with ILO Conventions. 

That is from the president of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. He was saying: 
I am comfortable because these aren’t 
going to work. He was referring specifi-
cally to a promise made by the U.S. 
Trade Representatives that the Peru 
agreement wouldn’t require that U.S. 
workers be assured the minimal labor 
rights guaranteed by the ILO. 

Mr. President, if the Chamber had 
been assured the agreement will not be 
enforced with respect to the rights for 
U.S. workers, you can bet the labor 
provisions would not be enforced at all. 

Even during the negotiations for the 
Peru agreement, the administration 
made it very plain it has no interest in 
having labor protections in the trade 
deal. 

In fact, in 2005, the President of Peru 
offered to include in the text of the 
original agreement a commitment to 
comply with the International Labor 
Organization’s standards for basic 
labor rights. That came from the Presi-
dent of Peru, saying: We will do this. In 
fact, the U.S. trade ambassador’s office 
quickly rejected it. They quickly said 
no. They vowed not to include a com-
mitment to labor standards in the free- 
trade agreement. It was only after the 
2006 elections, in which a number of 
very interesting people were elected to 
this body on these very issues—stand-
ing up for American interests, for the 
American economy, and for the rights 
of American workers—only then did 
the U.S. Trade Representative, real-
izing these trade agreements would not 
move forward, only then did they de-
cide to budge. 

But I think the true colors were dem-
onstrated the year previous when the 
administration turned down the re-
quest or the offer by the President of 
Peru. It is clear to me there is no inter-
est in enforcing these labor provisions, 
and I have just suggested the evidence 
of that. 

It is interesting, the only other pre-
vious trade agreement that included 
labor provisions was Jordan, and in the 
Jordan agreement—and I give the pre-
vious administration some credit, 
again, for including a labor provision 
in the Jordan trade agreement. Those 
provisions have not been adequately 
enforced, and the result has been the 
proliferation of sweatshops in the 
country of Jordan—the only country 
with whom we have a free-trade agree-
ment that includes labor provisions. 

Now, our trade balance, when we 
signed the trade agreement with Jor-
dan, we had a trade surplus of about 
$243 million. That disappeared very 
quickly, which is the case with all our 
trade agreements. That surplus dis-
appeared by 2002, and by 2005, that $200- 
plus million surplus had turned to a 
$600-plus million deficit, and our bal-
ance with Jordan has gotten worse 
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every year since the agreement was 
signed. Let me say that again. Our 
trade balance with Jordan has deterio-
rated every single year since the trade 
agreement was signed. 

In May of this year, the New York 
Times exposed how the free-trade 
agreement with the country of Jordan 
has been used to create sweatshops all 
over Jordan. It turns out that when the 
agreement was signed in 1999—this is 
the story in the New York Times, ti-
tled ‘‘An Ugly Side of Free Trade: 
Sweatshops in Jordan’’—there began to 
be imported into Jordan guest work-
ers—guest workers from Bangladesh, 
from Sri Lanka, and elsewhere—to 
work in factories and in plants in 
sweatshop conditions. 

Have you ever heard of a 40-hour 
work shift? No, I am not talking about 
a 40-hour week. I am talking about a 
40-hour shift. Well, it is happening in 
some of these plants. Have you heard of 
people working 100 to 110 hours a week 
every single week, 7 days a week, with 
1 day off every 3 or 4 months? Have you 
heard of people working for a month, a 
second month, a third month, and 
never getting paid; and when asked to 
be paid, getting beaten? Have you 
heard of people who spend 3 minutes 
making a colorful bikini for a lingerie 
shop in this country that is going to be 
sold for $14 and they receive just a pit-
tance, working in sweatshop condi-
tions? A story from the National Labor 
Committee just described such a cir-
cumstance with a widely known Amer-
ican company. 

Mr. President, despite the fact labor 
provisions existed in the Jordan Free 
Trade Agreement, no one has sought to 
enforce those requirements, those labor 
provisions. 

Now, the other reason I do not sup-
port moving ahead with additional 
free-trade agreements is, there are no 
benchmarks. It seems to me, and it 
seems to a number of my colleagues 
who have introduced legislation with 
me, that we ought to have benchmarks. 
Whether it is with agreements with 
China, agreements with Canada, or 
Mexico, or Japan, we ought to have 
benchmarks to decide what is the re-
sult of what we have just done. It 
doesn’t matter to people in this Cham-
ber, apparently, that we are drowning 
in trade debt that gets worse and worse 
and worse, and yet the worse the trade 
debt becomes, the more they come to 
the floor of the Senate crowing about 
how wonderful it is. I mean, I don’t un-
derstand it. 

Mr. President, we have proposals to 
have free-trade agreements coming be-
hind the Peru agreement. One is with 
Panama, one is with Colombia, and one 
is with South Korea. All of them, by 
the way, are negotiated under some-
thing called fast track, where the legis-
lative branch generously decided it 
would wear a straitjacket and promise 
if an administration, any administra-
tion, negotiated trade agreements in 
secret, behind closed doors, where oth-
ers weren’t allowed to venture, and 

they were brought back after an agree-
ment was reached to this Chamber, the 
folks in this Chamber who supported 
that would agree they would prevent 
the offering of any amendments. 

So before the action started, they 
said: We will agree to wear a strait-
jacket once you have told us what you 
have done. 

It is the most unbelievably antidemo-
cratic action, and also an action, I 
think, that undermines the very es-
sence of what the Senate should be 
about. Nonetheless, that is the method 
by which these have been negotiated. 

Now, fortunately, we will not have 
additional agreements negotiated 
under those circumstances because the 
fast-track authority ran out June 30, 
and it will not be restored. But these 
agreements were negotiated under fast 
track. 

Now, let me describe to you, if I 
might—and I can do this with two 
dozen or 100 products, but I will do it 
this way because it demonstrates the 
complete incompetence of our nego-
tiators and the complete incompetence 
of our negotiated product. This chart 
represents automobiles from Korea. 
And with respect to our trade with 
Korea in automobiles, it is worth about 
$9 billion a year. So we have a lot going 
on with respect to Korean automobiles. 
If you drive down the streets of this 
country, you will find automobiles that 
come from Korea. In fact, in 2005, 
740,000 Korean-made cars were put on 
boats and shipped across the ocean to 
be sold in the United States—740,000 
Korean-made cars were shipped to the 
United States to be sold. 

Well, guess how many U.S. cars we 
were able to ship to Korea to sell in 
Korea. Not 740,000 but 4,500. 

So here is the way our trade with 
Korea looks. All of this white rep-
resents Korean cars put on boats to be 
sold in America. And this little car 
down here? That is the number of cars 
we were able to sell in Korea. In fact, 
99 percent of the cars driven on the 
streets of Korea are Korean-made cars, 
and that is the way they want it. They 
do not want foreign-made cars in their 
country. But they want to ship their 
cars to America, even as they keep 
American cars out of their market-
place. 

We just negotiated a free-trade 
agreement. Do you think this adminis-
tration, negotiating in secret, behind 
closed doors, said to the Koreans: You 
can’t do this. It is not fair trade. You 
are protecting your jobs in Korea and 
injuring our jobs in the United States, 
and we will not allow you to do it. Do 
you think this is corrected? Absolutely 
not. Not a word. Just fine. Keep doing 
it. Doesn’t matter. This is about high 
finance. This is about the free-trade 
model. It works just fine. 

I guess it does if you wear a blue suit 
and take a shower at the start of the 
day. But if you are working in a plant 
someplace making a car and taking a 
shower at the end of the day because 
you worked hard, it sure doesn’t work 

well for you because you are the one 
who loses your job down here. 

Let me describe one other thing. We 
negotiated an agreement with China 
that is even more incompetent than 
this. This is incompetent, and I don’t 
know who negotiated it, but this is 
gross incompetence, in my judgment. 
In China, we have a bilateral agree-
ment on automobiles. Let me tell you 
what it is. As I do, I was in a foreign 
country the other day, and I drove 
down the street and I saw Chinese cars 
advertised now to be sold in that coun-
try. Well, the Chinese cars are coming 
to this country. The Chinese are 
ramping up a very large, very signifi-
cant automobile export industry, and 
they are coming, and coming soon— 
small cars, cost very little, presumably 
efficient, but they are coming. Here is 
what our country said to the country 
of China, with whom we have a very 
large trade deficit: We will make a 
deal. It is true we have a big deficit 
with you, but we will allow you to ship 
Chinese cars into the American mar-
ketplace, and we will charge a 2.5-per-
cent tariff on each of your cars. And we 
agree with you, if we send American 
cars to be sold in China, you may 
charge a 25-percent tariff on our cars 
sold in your marketplace. A country 
with whom we have a $230 billion trade 
deficit, we said: It is OK if you charge 
a tariff that is ten times higher than 
our tariff on mutual automobile trade. 

Incompetent? Sure. Ignorant? You 
bet. Certainly ignorant of our eco-
nomic interests. I would like to find 
one person to stand on the floor of the 
Senate and say they support that; that 
is absolutely fair. I want just one. I 
don’t need two or three to stand up and 
say that; I want just one who has the 
courage to say with respect to bilateral 
automobile trade with China, bilateral 
automobile trade with South Korea, I 
think this is just dandy. I think it 
makes a lot of sense. 

I use this only to say I could do this 
in a dozen instances, but I do it with 
respect to automobiles. We don’t 
produce automobiles in North Dakota, 
but I do it to say this is a big job-cre-
ating industry. Automobile production 
is a job-creating industry. We traded a 
lot of that to Mexico in NAFTA, so now 
the largest import from Mexico is auto-
mobiles. But just look at what we are 
doing with South Korea, and we have 
just negotiated a new agreement with 
them and have done nothing to solve 
the problem. 

Look at what we are doing with 
China in bilateral trade, and we will 
see the results of that, even as we now 
have the largest trade deficit in human 
history with China. Even as that ex-
ists, it is going to get worse because we 
are going to have a substantial ava-
lanche of imports of Chinese auto-
mobiles into this country in cir-
cumstances of trade that are fun-
damentally unfair to this country and 
to this country’s workers. 

Now, let me come back to the point 
at which I started, and it is a Wash-
ington Post editorial of today. I don’t 
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know how the Washington Post edi-
torial writers would view this. I as-
sume they would ignore it because you 
certainly can’t defend it. That which is 
not defensible, those who choose to try, 
do ignore it. But let me end as I started 
today by saying the editorial in today’s 
newspaper which states a candidate 
saying ‘‘NAFTA was a mistake’’ is en-
gaged in demagoguery really is a 
thoughtless way to engage in a discus-
sion about international trade. 

I come from a State that needs to 
trade a lot, and we need to find a for-
eign home for a substantial amount of 
our agricultural production. I support 
trade. But I do not support what has 
happened in recent years, and for that 
I am considered, I suppose by some, as 
somebody who doesn’t get it. 

If you are not part of a ‘‘free trade’’ 
crowd, you are someone who is some 
sort of a xenophobic isolationist stooge 
who can’t see over the horizon. 

The problem is, the American people 
now understand. Look at the Wall 
Street Journal poll I referenced. The 
American people, and not just the 
American people but the subgroup of 
Republicans, are opposing these free 
trade models that have resulted in 
mass trade deficits. They are opposing 
them by a 2-to-1 margin. I think it 
would do well for people to pay heed to 
that, including people who are serving 
in public office. It is not that the 
American people are behind the politi-
cians. The political system is far be-
hind the American people in being en-
lightened about what this trade does to 
our standard of living. 

I know my colleagues wish to speak, 
but I will make a couple of other 
points. We fought for 100 years to raise 
standards in this country. We fought 
long and we fought hard. People lost 
their lives because of it. We raised 
standards. We lifted people up. We said 
there must be a minimum wage, there 
must be child labor laws, there must be 
a safe workplace, there must be the 
right to organize. We did all those 
things and we expanded and built a 
middle class that was nearly unbeliev-
able. Our country became strong—a 
country in which you can get a job that 
paid well and you had job security; you 
likely had a retirement program and 
health care; you were proud of what 
you did and often you went to work for 
a company and you expected to spend a 
career working for that company. 

Things have changed. All too often 
these days workers are like wrenches, 
considered to be a tool: use them up, 
throw them away. Don’t worry too 
much about them. That is not an ethic 
that works well in the traditions of 
this country. 

For 100 years, we fought to raise 
standards in this country and now peo-
ple say to us our standards somehow do 
not match standards around the world 
and so, inevitably, we have to find a 
way to fit in. Fitting in means dimin-
ished standards, pushing them down, 
competing with someone in a toy fac-
tory in Chenghai, China, making 30 

cents an hour, 20 cents an hour. That is 
not ‘‘fitting in’’ in a way that works to 
this country’s best interests. 

The Presiding Officer is from Chi-
cago. In Chicago, there was a wonderful 
immigrant man who decided to build 
red wagons and he named them ‘‘Radio 
Flyer.’’ Everyone has ridden in them. 
The reason he named them Radio Fly-
ers is he loved Marconi. This immi-
grant who came to this country and 
wanted to build something, he loved 
Marconi and he loved airplanes so de-
cided to build his little red wagon in 
Chicago and he named it Radio Flyer, 
little red wagon. For 110 years, it was 
made in Illinois. But it is not anymore. 
All those little red wagons that are 
pulling those little tykes around this 
country are made in China. It is not 
just the little red wagon, I could go on 
forever. Etch-a-sketch, from Bryan, 
OH, Huffy bicycle, they are all gone. 
Everyone who worked for all those 
companies, their jobs are gone. 

Why? Because some have decided to 
say we should be able to compete with 
20-cents-an-hour, 7 days a week, 12 to 14 
hours a day. That is not what rep-
resents the best of the standards we 
created over the last century and 
should not be what we accept. 

I am in favor of bringing to the floor 
of the Senate a debate about trade and 
the conditions under which trade rep-
resents mutually beneficial conditions 
for those with whom we trade and for 
us as well. But I will not continue to 
vote on trade agreements and cast my 
vote in an affirmative way on trade 
agreements that do not have bench-
marks and accountability, that rep-
resent what we believe to be the best 
interests of our country and our work-
ers. 

We shall and we will and we are par-
ticipating in the global economy. But 
we have a right as a nation to decide 
the conditions under which we will par-
ticipate in that. Those conditions 
ought to be to pull others up, not push 
us down. That is why I believe the 
American workers—judging by that 
Wall Street Journal poll and I think 
judging by the last election—American 
workers and the American voters un-
derstand what is at stake. It is not 
about standing up and saying I support 
this mantra, this slogan of free trade. 
It is about saying America wants to be 
a leader in trade and that leadership 
should lead in the direction of sup-
porting workers, of supporting the 
standards we have built. 

It is interesting now in recent 
months, and somewhat disconcerting, 
that we are now seeing the product of 
globalization. It has many faces, some 
wonderful and some not too good. One 
of those faces comes from a toy shelf in 
which a wonderful looking toy that is 
to be sold for a young child’s Christmas 
present this Christmas season turns 
out to be poison. It comes from a plant, 
I assume, produced by a contracting 
company in China. They all say— 
whoops, sorry, excuse me. 

Would that have happened in Ohio or 
Michigan? Would they have been able 

to use those standards that produce un-
safe toys? I don’t think so. Why? Be-
cause we have regulations and stand-
ards and we have enforcement. That is 
the difference. 

I believe when we talk about trade 
agreements—whether it is Peru, China, 
NAFTA, CAFTA—I think we ought to 
be talking about benchmarks and 
standards and we ought to be talking 
about things that represent the best in-
terests of this country. 

Let me finish, again, by saying I sup-
port trade and plenty of it, but I de-
mand and insist it be fair trade and I 
demand and insist that this adminis-
tration and others begin fixing some of 
the problems they have created in past 
agreements that I think undermine 
this country’s economic interests. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUR-

BIN). The Senator from Florida is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, when the Senator from the Dako-
tas was telling us about the little red 
wagon, the American Flyer from Chi-
cago, of course what immediately hit 
my mind was that little Red Flyer pro-
duced there today may well be painted 
with lead paint. 

As the Senator from Illinois, who is 
presiding, and I and the Senator from 
North Dakota have gotten into this 
issue of the tainted toys, here we are, 
approaching the holiday season and 
people are out buying these Christmas 
presents; they want to make their chil-
dren happy, but they are, indeed, now 
having to go an extra measure to be-
ware of all the toys because of what we 
have seen, that the Chinese industry 
simply will not police itself. The Chi-
nese Government will not insist on the 
industry policing itself. 

If we are going to protect the Amer-
ican consumer, we ought to be able to 
rely on our Consumer Product Safety 
Commission when, in fact, the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission is 
nonfunctional. It has a workbench 
about the size of two of these desks 
with all of the products stacked on it, 
and that is their research facility to 
determine if those products, in fact, 
are lethal to the children of this coun-
try. 

The acting chairman of that commis-
sion will come in front of the Senate 
and say she does not want any more 
money for the Consumer Product Safe-
ty Commission to hire additional staff 
to change what is a discombobulated 
card table, with all the products on top 
of it, into an efficient laboratory that 
can actually check as to whether these 
products are safe. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
made a lot of points with regard to 
automobiles. He has made a lot points 
with regard to products and how Amer-
ica, in these trade negotiations, gets 
fleeced, taken advantage of. This Sen-
ator does not believe that is the case 
with this particular agreement that we 
are going to vote on tomorrow. That is 
so for this reason: The United States 
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has already opened its markets to most 
imports from Peru through trade pref-
erence legislation, meaning that 98 per-
cent of all the imports from Peru al-
ready enter our country duty free. But 
do the flip side of this. What Senator 
DORGAN was talking about is equal 
trade, but the fact is now, without this 
agreement, U.S. exporters do not have 
the same access to Peruvian markets 
that the Peruvian exporters have to 
the U.S. markets market. U.S. prod-
ucts entering Peru face tariffs that av-
erage 10 percent. In order for there to 
be free trade, it has to be a two-way 
street. We both have to benefit from a 
duty-free environment. In fact, after 
the implementation of this agreement, 
most of the tariffs on U.S. exports to 
Peru will be eliminated. That is my 
bottom line. That is why I am going to 
support this trade agreement. That is 
my American hat. 

Let me put on my Florida hat. This 
is certainly going to be of benefit to 
Florida. We have already seen the ben-
efits of free trade—for example, in a 
trade agreement that we have with 
Chile. Florida’s exports after the trade 
agreement, exports to Chile, have 
grown by 70 percent. Take, for exam-
ple, Jordan. After we enacted the Jor-
dan Free Trade Agreement—that was 
about 5 or 6 years ago—Florida’s ex-
ports to Jordan have increased 1,100 
percent. 

Like those, I believe this Peru trade 
agreement will open new markets for 
Florida businesses. It is going to lead 
to increased exports to Peru from Flor-
ida through Florida’s ports. 

Let me give some examples. Florida’s 
exports of transportation and manufac-
turing equipment will benefit from this 
trade agreement. In 2006, Florida com-
panies exported $42 million in transpor-
tation equipment and $180 million in 
machinery manufacturers to Peru. The 
elimination in this agreement of those 
Peruvian tariffs on those kind of high- 
value pieces of equipment is going to 
provide a competitive boost to Florida 
exporters who will no longer be facing 
tariffs that are as high as 12 percent. 
With the passage of this agreement, 
Florida companies will have a chance 
to take full advantage of Peru’s grow-
ing demand for their equipment. 

Support for free trade doesn’t mean 
we need to go out and compromise on 
other things, some of which the Sen-
ator from North Dakota has men-
tioned, or that we would compromise 
on our support for human rights or the 
environment. That is why this par-
ticular Peruvian agreement includes 
numerous environmental and labor 
protections. 

For these reasons, I am going to sup-
port this free trade agreement. 

Mr. President, while I am here, I wish 
to say a couple other things about a 
couple other matters that have to do 
with Latin America. There was a very 
significant vote in Venezuela yester-
day. Basically, President Hugo Chavez 
wanted to amend their country’s Con-
stitution to allow him to become Presi-

dent for life. In a very narrow vote, the 
people rose up and they said no. He is 
in office until 2012, under the current 
Constitution, so Hugo Chavez will con-
tinue his brand of leadership. There are 
people in this Chamber who have 
reached out to President Chavez to 
take a more moderate, conciliatory 
roll, a roll where the two countries, the 
United States and Venezuela, could 
work together. In almost all cases, he 
has rejected those overtures. 

This Senator is one of those who has 
reached out to him. He has charted his 
course and he wanted to be President 
for life and the Venezuelan people, al-
beit by a very narrow margin, said no. 
If that is a signal to the President of 
Venezuela that there ought to be a dif-
ferent way that he ought to approach 
other countries, particularly the 
United States, then hopefully that is a 
message President Chavez might con-
sider. 

I want to say another thing about 
Latin America. Last Friday we saw the 
first evidence in 4 years that three 
American hostages held by the FARC 
in Colombia are alive. These images 
give us hope. They also remind us that 
securing their safe release and the re-
turn to their families must be a top 
priority. And it is. Without making 
speeches, this Senator from Florida is 
constantly speaking in private con-
versations to the Government of the 
United States, and to Latin American 
leaders, about helping in securing the 
release of these Americans and of a 
French citizen, a former Senator in the 
Colombian Government. 

There are other hostages as well. It is 
my understanding they are Colombian. 
But, of course, our responsibility is to 
our own Americans. So there is hope. 
Because this was the first time, to the 
outside world, that we have seen the 
visual images that they are alive. Let 
us have that as a constant reminder to 
keep pressing the FARC that it is in 
their interest and in humanity’s inter-
est to release these Americans. 

I will conclude on a completely dif-
ferent topic. I must say with absolute 
frankness that I was saddened when I 
heard that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, Mr. LOTT, was going to resign. 
I think he is one of the most delightful 
of all the Members of this body, in a 
legislative body of some exceptionally 
talented and engaging people. We have 
seen Senator Lot use his legislative 
prowess, often in a bipartisan way, to 
bring about the consensus in order to 
get things done and to move the legis-
lative process along, which is so nec-
essary and, as the good book says: For 
us to come and reason together. 

He has been a legislative master who 
got along so well as the majority lead-
er with Senator Daschle, the minority 
leader, and then, because of the turn of 
events in 2001, for Senator LOTT, the 
minority leader, to get along with Sen-
ator Daschle, the majority leader, so 
they could move the business of the 
Senate along. 

He is a personal friend. I have had 
the privilege of going to the University 

of Mississippi to speak on a forum at 
the Trent Lott Institute at that great 
university. And for this Senator, he 
will be very much missed in the Sen-
ate. We wish him and Tricia and all his 
family God speed. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 
day is long overdue. But the fact that 
this day has arrived for the consider-
ation of the Peru Trade Promotion 
Agreement Implementation Act is still 
a good day to have happen, even 
though it should have happened several 
months ago. In fact, I would say it 
should have happened last year. 

But the same problems that kept it 
from coming up this year were in place 
last year. I strongly support this bill. I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 
Over the past 7 years, Congress has 
passed implementing bills for trade 
agreements with 12 countries. Of these 
12, 7 are located in Latin America. 

The implementation of those agree-
ments demonstrated our commitment 
to strengthening our relations with our 
neighbors in Latin America. We now 
have an opportunity to build on that 
commitment by implementing our 
trade agreement with the country of 
Peru. 

At the same time, these agreements 
serve to advance our national interest. 
Too often we talk in terms of the eco-
nomic interests of the United States 
when it comes to trade. We ought to be 
looking at things beyond the econom-
ics of trade. I say these agreements ad-
vance more than our economic inter-
ests; they advance a broader national 
interest because they foster trans-
parency and increased respect for the 
rule of law in international business 
transactions. 

I think it goes beyond the business 
transactions, because with every busi-
ness transaction, there are millions of 
people involved. And even though we in 
the political world or our diplomats 
feel we are more important than any-
body else in bringing about peaceful re-
lations, our work is kind of a spit in 
the ocean compared to what millions of 
business people every day do for Amer-
ica and for other countries interacting 
among each other, breaking down bar-
riers that often lead to misunder-
standings and an enhanced under-
standing between people. They have an 
awful lot to do with the promotion of 
international peace. 

I think it goes even further, and I 
don’t remember who I quote when I say 
this because I have been quoting it for 
so many years, but it is something 
such as: Nations that trade together do 
not war, or something of that nature. 
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That is a paraphrasing of that concept. 
But I believe that. That is why I be-
lieve in breaking down trade barriers, 
as this Peru bill does. It enhances 
international understanding and peace 
as well as enhancing our economic in-
terests. 

This bill then creates more opportu-
nities for increased economic growth 
and prosperity in neighboring econo-
mies which help to foster political sta-
bility which is important within those 
borders. But political stability within a 
country’s borders also enhances inter-
national stability. 

That is particularly important in the 
Western Hemisphere and the South 
American Continent, as well as the 
part of the Western Hemisphere we call 
Central America. Because we need 
meaningful alternatives to combat the 
production and trade of elicit nar-
cotics, another factor that maybe ap-
plies to these countries more than a lot 
of countries we trade with. 

Perhaps most importantly, these 
trade agreements level the playing 
field for U.S. producers and exporters. I 
had a chance, before speaking, to hear 
Senator NELSON of Florida speak. To 
hear this from the Democratic side of 
the aisle is very important because it 
is a fact: This bill levels the playing 
field to give our exporters and pro-
ducers access to Peru the same way 
Peru has had access to our markets 
and our people for decades under trade 
preference. 

During my time in the Senate, I have 
heard some of my colleagues complain 
that the global trade situation reflects 
an uneven playing field. Now, to some 
extent, I agree. That is why I am a pro-
moter of more free trade agreements. 
The Doha round of the World Trade Or-
ganization negotiations is leveling this 
playing field. 

So right now it is uneven. It is not as 
level for American exporters as it 
ought to be. But if you looked at the 
last 50 years when this process started, 
soon after World War II, under the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
you would find it was much more—or a 
lot less level than it is right now. 

So we have made considerable 
progress and we need to build on what 
is a success, very much a success. Be-
cause in too many cases, the duties 
that our trading partners impose on 
U.S. exports are much higher than the 
duties we impose on theirs. As I have 
said, that is certainly the situation 
with Peru. Right now, some 97 percent 
of imports from Peru enter the United 
States duty free. 

I do not know whether Senator NEL-
SON used that specific percentage that 
I gave, but he was speaking of the fact 
that Peru had preference to coming 
into the United States. This bill gives 
our producers and exporters the same 
preference there. Our exports to Peru 
face duties that range from 12 to 25 per-
cent. Specific examples: Peru’s tariff 
on U.S. pork exports to that country, 
and this is a major product of my State 
of Iowa, is as high as 25 percent, while 

Peru’s exports to the United States are 
duty free. 

Now, that is what I call a one-way 
street. This unbalanced situation is 
largely the result of unilateral trade 
benefits that we extended to Peru 
under what I called the preference situ-
ation. But this is specifically under 
what we call the Andean Trade Pref-
erences Act. 

This trade agreement before the Sen-
ate today will restore balance to our 
trade relationships with Peru. I do not 
want you to take my word for it. The 
impartial U.S. International Trade 
Commission analyzed our trade agree-
ment with Peru. The Agency found, 
and I quote: 

Given the substantially larger tariffs faced 
by U.S. exporters to Peru, than Peruvian ex-
porters to the United States, the trade 
agreement is likely to result in a much larg-
er increase in U.S. Exports than U.S. im-
ports. 

The International Trade Commission 
of our U.S. Government goes on to 
state that: 

The agreement will likely increase U.S. ex-
ports to Peru by 25 percent, while Peruvian 
exports to the United States will grow by 8 
percent. 

Now, that is a win-win situation for 
U.S. producers and exporters. And why 
anybody would vote against an agree-
ment like that I could not understand, 
and I am not anticipating that people 
will vote against it, but I do know, in 
the months of this year that we have 
discussed trade, I have heard a lot of 
negative attitude toward trade, how 
harmful it is to the U.S. economy. But 
if any Member who has said those 
things during the course of this year 
would look at the bill that is before the 
Senate right now, that is going to in-
crease U.S. exports to Peru by 25 per-
cent while Peruvian exports to the 
United States will grow by 8 percent, 
then if they vote against this, they are 
not addressing the concerns they are 
giving speeches about all this year. The 
benefits of this trade agreement are 
going to spread across all major sectors 
of the economy. I say that because I 
quoted agricultural benefits. But be-
sides U.S. agricultural producers, man-
ufacturers and service providers all 
stand to gain from this agreement. The 
ITC—the International Trade Commis-
sion—predicts the agreement will have 
a ‘‘substantial, positive’’ effect on U.S. 
exports to Peru of the major U.S. com-
modities of pork, beef, corn, wheat, and 
rice. The American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration predicts that U.S. farm sales to 
Peru could increase by more than $700 
million with full implementation of 
the trade agreement. U.S. rice exports 
to Peru will grow tenfold to fifteenfold 
as a result of this agreement, while 
U.S. exports of corn will double. 

The National Pork Producers Council 
says that the Peru trade agreement is 
a ‘‘state-of-the-art agreement for pork 
producers to which all future trade 
agreements will be compared.’’ Our 
manufacturers will enjoy significant 
benefits as well. For example, Whirl-

pool Corporation—this is a Michigan 
corporation which recently bought 
Maytag in Newton, IA, and closed that 
plant down, but they still have a mas-
sive manufacturing plant in Amana, 
IA—appeared before the Finance Com-
mittee to testify on behalf of this trade 
agreement. Whirlpool exports refrig-
erators, ranges, and clothes washers to 
Peru. It manufactures those products 
in several States besides Iowa, includ-
ing Arkansas, Indiana, Ohio, and Ten-
nessee. Whirlpool told the Finance 
Committee that the Peru agreement 
will eliminate the 15- to 20-percent tar-
iffs Peru imposes on Whirlpool prod-
ucts. In part because of this agreement, 
Whirlpool expects its U.S. exports to 
Peru to increase 400 percent within the 
next 2 years. In Whirlpool’s view, the 
elimination of Peru’s tariffs on its 
products will allow Whirlpool to main-
tain jobs in the United States rather 
than relocating or expanding oper-
ations abroad. 

Here again, how many times have we 
heard on this floor the legitimate con-
cern—I am not finding fault—about 
outsourcing of manufacturing jobs to 
other countries? You can imagine why 
that might happen if we have a 10- to 
12-percent tariff going into Peru. But 
people who say those things in this 
body ought to vote for this bill if it is 
going to level the playing field for 
Whirlpool workers so we can maintain 
those jobs in the States I cited. 

U.S. service providers will also gain 
from this agreement because Peru has 
agreed to exceed the commitments it 
made on services, even in the World 
Trade Organization. So we get some-
thing better than we have under WTO 
rules right now when we have a free- 
trade agreement with Peru. Peru, thus, 
has agreed to accord substantial mar-
ket access across the entire service re-
gime, with very few exceptions, using 
the so-called negative list approach. 

So to those of my colleagues who 
complain that the current world trade 
situation is unfair, here is a chance to 
improve that situation. By imple-
menting this agreement, Congress will 
level the playing field for U.S. farmers, 
U.S. manufacturers, and U.S. service 
providers in this important market. 
The agreement will boost U.S. exports, 
creating jobs, keeping existing jobs in 
the United States. There have been 
studies, various studies, but the one I 
always quote says that jobs in the 
United States—that those products or 
services that are exported, those jobs 
are jobs that pay 15 percent above the 
national average. So they are not only 
jobs, they are good-paying jobs. 

I understand there is a rising sense of 
protectionism in the Congress. I al-
luded to that in my remarks today. 
But I would like to have Members look 
at the facts. Take, for example, the 
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment, otherwise known as CAFTA. 
CAFTA entered into force for four of 
our trading partners last year. It is al-
ready possible to see the results of 
bringing their tariffs in line with ours. 
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Guess what. As you might expect, lev-
eling the playing field has brought 
positive results. 

I wish to use the U.S. Department of 
Commerce as a source. They say our 
exports to the four countries increased 
18 percent in 2006, while our imports 
were up 3 percent. I don’t know how 
many Members voted against that last 
year, but I would imagine it was close 
to 40, give or take a few. I would like 
to have those 40 Members who probably 
voted against this, saying that free- 
trade agreements are not good, look at 
the facts. So far, our exports have in-
creased 18 percent, while our imports 
from those countries of Central Amer-
ica were up 3 percent. Leveling the 
playing field helps American farmers, 
manufacturers, and service providers. 
Then maybe you would think it was 
wrong to vote against CAFTA last 
year. As a result of this increase of our 
exports by 18 percent, our trade bal-
ance swung from a $1.2 billion deficit in 
2005 to a $1 billion surplus in 2006. 

How many times on the Senate floor 
have we heard one of the examples of 
something that is bad about free-trade 
agreements is because of our terrible 
trade deficit? Our trade deficit is too 
high. If American consumers would 
quit spending on imports and if they 
would save some of their money, we 
wouldn’t have as much of a trade def-
icit as we have. But the American con-
sumer, including probably this con-
sumer, lives too much for today and 
forgets about tomorrow. CHUCK GRASS-
LEY may be too materialistic for the 
good of our trade deficit. If we spend a 
little less money and save a little bit 
more, invest in Treasury bonds instead 
of letting foreign countries buy them 
up, we would be better off. But for 
those Senators who have made speech-
es against how terrible our trade def-
icit is and then use that as an excuse to 
vote against CAFTA, don’t they feel 
they were wrong by voting against a 
bill that finally passed that brought us 
from a $1.2 billion trade deficit with 
these countries to a $1 billion surplus 
in just 1 year? That is what happens 
when you level the playing field. 

We are not the only ones who stand 
to benefit from our agreement with 
Peru. Peruvians will benefit signifi-
cantly as well. They have already bene-
fited from the goodness of the U.S. peo-
ple by letting them have trade pref-
erences for all these decades. But even 
beyond what they have already had, a 
bill that is significantly much more 
benefit to the United States than it is 
to Peru, Peru is still going to benefit. 
The agreement will increase opportuni-
ties for continued economic growth in 
Peru and help Peru further develop and 
modernize its economy. By entering 
into the agreement, Peru has dem-
onstrated its intention to strengthen 
its ties with the United States and lock 
in economic reform—economic reforms 
that they are going to benefit from, 
not us—and it is going to enhance their 
transparency and respect for the rule 
of law. 

Agreements such as this are what the 
rule of law is all about. The rule of law 
in international trade is just as impor-
tant as the rule of law for domestic 
America because within our own rule 
of law, everything is predictable. It has 
credibility and predictability. When 
you put the same regime in inter-
national trade, you have predictability 
and credibility. You enhance opportu-
nities for people to work closer because 
they know what the other side is going 
to do, if you have equal respect for the 
law. All of this will serve to increase 
investor confidence in Peru and its 
economy. 

These are critically important objec-
tives. We live in a challenging time. 
There is a growing division in Latin 
America today. Venezuela’s President 
is using oil wealth to lure allies to his 
socialist vision. He has announced 
plans to turn Venezuela into a socialist 
republic. He has nationalized Ven-
ezuela’s telecom and electricity compa-
nies and wrested the oil industry from 
private companies. He has dem-
onstrated once again that those who 
withdraw economic rights often seek to 
withdraw political rights. Those who 
centralize economic power tend to also 
centralize political power. For exam-
ple, he pulled the broadcasting license 
of one of Venezuela’s oldest television 
broadcasters, which also happens to be 
one of his major critics. He assumed 
new powers that allow him to rule by 
decree, and he pushed for a new con-
stitution that would abolish Presi-
dential term limits, allowing him to 
stay in power indefinitely. His former 
Defense Minister has called the plan 
‘‘fraudulent’’ and akin to a coup. I 
don’t know whether the final results 
are in, but he may have lost that ref-
erendum yesterday. At lease for my 
part, I hope that is what the final re-
sults show. But he is still going to be 
the dictator and the authoritarian that 
he has been for the last 9 years. 

Chavez has said that this rejection, if 
it happens by the voters, is not a de-
feat, and he plans to proceed on what-
ever his goals are. His former Defense 
Minister has cautioned that he may 
seek to impose these changes through a 
different route than constitutional re-
form. So you lose an election, and you 
find some other way to accomplish the 
same thing. 

I have talked about Venezuela and 
the environment of the Peru trade 
agreement because our relationships 
with Latin America will be enhanced 
through free-trade agreements. We 
ought to help countries like Peru that 
are not going in the direction of Ven-
ezuela as much as we should, particu-
larly in light of the fact that two other 
countries in the region—Bolivia and 
Ecuador—are also trending in a similar 
direction. 

Bolivia’s President Morales national-
ized the hydrocarbon sector by execu-
tive decree. As a result, investors were 
forced to sign new contracts that guar-
antee a greater percentage of revenue 
for the Government. He also seized a 

foreign-owned tin smelter without 
compensation. Instead of a free-trade 
agreement with the United States, 
President Morales joined President 
Chavez’s so-called Bolivarian alter-
native for the Americas. He strength-
ened ties, at the same time, with Cuba 
and Iran. 

President Correa of Ecuador has also 
reached out to Iran. He has called the 
United States ‘‘the most protectionist 
country in history.’’ He also said that 
free trade is ‘‘dangerous’’ for countries 
like Ecuador. 

I hope Correa, the President of Ecua-
dor, will remember these statements he 
has made about the United States, say-
ing the United States is ‘‘the most pro-
tectionist country in history.’’ He also 
said that free trade is ‘‘dangerous’’ for 
countries like his. 

I hope he remembers those things 
when he comes around to the Congress 
in about 2 or 3 months wanting an ex-
tension of the Andean trade pact, 
where he wants preferences from our 
taxpayers so he can say these dastardly 
things about our country, which obvi-
ously are not true, but they are good 
for the propaganda purposes that he 
makes them, because he said these 
things even though we give imports 
from Ecuador duty-free access to our 
markets under our unilateral pref-
erence programs. 

Now, the difference between Peru and 
Ecuador is this: Ecuador and Peru have 
had the same trade preferences with 
our country to get their products in 
here duty free for the last several dec-
ades, but Ecuador stops negotiating 
with the United States on a free-trade 
agreement and Peru goes ahead and ne-
gotiates with us. Yet Ecuador is going 
to be coming to us in a couple months 
saying to us we ought to continue the 
trade preferences with them, when 
they say these things about us: They 
feel more comfortable with Chavez and 
the Cuban and Iranian dictators than 
they do with us Americans. I have 
questioned why we should continue 
providing such duty-free access to our 
markets, but that is an issue we will 
deal with in 2 or 3 months. 

The point is, there is a growing di-
vide in Latin America. On the other 
side of the divide you find countries 
such as Peru and Colombia, allies of 
the United States whose Governments 
have gone out on a limb to strengthen 
bilateral relations with us. It is imper-
ative we respond in kind and not turn 
our backs on these important allies. I 
expect we will soon approve our trade 
agreement with Peru. After that, we 
should move as quickly as possible to 
implement our trade agreements with 
Colombia and Panama, for the same 
reasons we ought to be approving this 
Peruvian agreement. That is what I en-
visioned when the bipartisan com-
promise on trade was reached May 10. I 
will return to that point in just a mo-
ment. 

I am not alone in calling for approval 
and implementation of the Peruvian 
agreement. Just last month, the New 
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York Times called for passage of our 
trade agreement with Peru. They edi-
torialized that ‘‘it would be a folly for 
the United States to turn its back on 
trade.’’ The paper also noted that all 
eight living former Secretaries of State 
have urged Congress to approve the 
Peru agreement. 

In October, the Agriculture Coalition 
for Latin American Trade, which is 
comprised of 50 different agricultural 
organizations, called for congressional 
approval of the Peru trade agreement. 
This agreement is also supported by 
the National Association of Manufac-
turers and the Coalition of Service In-
dustries, among other business groups. 

In sum, there is widespread recogni-
tion of the benefits of this trade agree-
ment for the United States. 

Before concluding, I would like to ad-
dress three other issues that have aris-
en with respect to free-trade agree-
ments even beyond the Peruvian agree-
ment. The first is the claim by some 
that these agreements undermine our 
food safety laws. The second is the 
charge that we are not enforcing our 
existing trade agreements. And the 
third is the May 10 bipartisan com-
promise on trade between the adminis-
tration and the new congressional lead-
ership that took over on the Hill in 
January. 

In recent days, some of my Senate 
colleagues have criticized the passage 
of the Peru agreement in the House. 
One Senator went so far as to say the 
agreement ‘‘will result in more unsafe 
food in our kitchens and consumer 
products in our children’s bedrooms.’’ 
Now, let’s just think about that for a 
minute. That is quite an accusation. 
How could Congress possibly support 
such an agreement? The answer is sim-
ple: We are not supporting that posi-
tion by voting for this agreement be-
cause the accusation is false. If you do 
not believe me, then just look at the 
text of the agreement. Chapter 6 of the 
agreement addresses the types of ‘‘san-
itary’’ laws related to food safety. 
There is absolutely nothing in the 
chapter that would lead to a lowering 
of our food safety standards. In fact, 
one of the explicit objectives of the 
chapter is to ‘‘protect human, animal, 
or plant life or health in the Parties’ 
territories.’’ ‘‘[T]he Parties’ terri-
tories’’ means the United States and 
Peru. In addition, this chapter is not 
even subject to dispute settlement. So 
there is no way Peru could use the 
chapter to challenge our food safety 
laws, even if the chapter provided a 
basis to do so; and the agreement does 
not. 

For over 20 years, opponents of our 
trade agreements have argued they 
would undermine our food and product 
safety laws. Yet, in those 20 years, 
there has not been a single challenge to 
any one of these laws—not a single 
challenge. That is because these com-
plaints have no foundation. If people 
want to criticize our trade agreements, 
they are certainly free to do that. That 
is their right. But they should base 

their criticisms on facts, not on scare 
tactics. 

I have also heard colleagues say that 
we should not enter into any trade 
agreements until the administration 
does a better job of enforcing existing 
agreements. In my view, the adminis-
tration is doing a pretty good job of en-
forcing our trade agreements. But I 
suppose that even CHUCK GRASSLEY will 
look at specific problems we have. 
Maybe we ought to be doing more. But 
there are some examples that I think 
you ought to give the administration 
credit for. 

The administration is challenging 
Europe’s subsidies to Airbus, and up 
until last week it was pursuing at least 
four different cases against China in 
the World Trade Organization. So you 
might say: What has changed? Well, 
our U.S. Trade Representative, Ambas-
sador Schwab, announced we had con-
cluded an agreement by which China 
agreed to terminate eight subsidies we 
were challenging under World Trade 
Organization rules. This was just last 
Friday. The termination of those sub-
sidies will bring significant relief to 
our manufacturers and exporters who 
have been confronting unfairly sub-
sidized competition from the Chinese. 
In this case, we achieved our objectives 
without having to resort to that 
lengthy WTO process of litigation. 
That is a complete success story, in my 
book. As for the other three pending 
cases, we will continue to pursue our 
rights in the World Trade Organiza-
tion. 

If you ask me, the problem is not a 
shortage of enforcement. The bigger 
problem is that people are complaining 
about foreign government actions that 
are not yet subject to agreed-upon 
rules. In other words, the problem is 
not the failure to enforce the rules; it 
is that there are no rules to enforce in 
certain areas. If you want to solve 
problems that are not currently sub-
ject to rules, we should be negotiating 
more trade agreements, not fewer. Get 
the rules in place, and then get those 
rules violated—if that is what is going 
to happen, and you hope that does not 
happen—and then enforce them. But 
you cannot enforce a rule that is not 
there. For example, the administration 
recently announced it is negotiating a 
new anticounterfeiting trade agree-
ment. That is a step in the right direc-
tion. Such an agreement would help 
get at problems such as the counter-
feiting of the Underwriters Labora-
tories logo. That is an important safe-
ty issue. 

If we are serious about wanting to 
get at these types of problems, we 
should give the President a new grant 
of trade promotion authority and send 
our negotiators out to solve those 
problems. If we turn our back on new 
agreements, our trading partners will 
continue negotiating among them-
selves, leaving us behind. That is what 
happened the last time Congress denied 
President Clinton trade promotion au-
thority, I think in 1995. It was not rein-

stated until 2002. During that period of 
time, our trading partners concluded 
over 130 preferential trade agreements. 
We had only two. 

So do you folks in this body who say 
we should not give the President trade 
promotion authority want to go back 
to the regime of other countries doing 
what they want to do? They will do it 
anyway, but we do not have an oppor-
tunity to keep up if we do not give our 
President that authority. Do you want 
to have the United States have an 
unlevel playing field in the case of the 
history of those 130 preferential trade 
agreements that were negotiated while 
our President did not have authority to 
do it, while we did, too, or do you think 
maybe our President ought to be nego-
tiating the same number, to level the 
same playing field for the workers in 
America that other governments are 
giving their workers for an opportunity 
to have a level playing field? That can-
not happen if the President does not 
have trade promotion authority. 

We have only managed to regain 
some lost ground in the last 5 years. 
These agreements before the Senate— 
Peru and the 14 over the last few 
years—are examples. So the President 
needs to have trade promotion author-
ity so he can continue to keep negoti-
ating so we can create more jobs in 
America and export more and have a 
level playing field where we do not 
have that level playing field. 

Finally, I want to mention the bipar-
tisan May 10 agreement on trade that 
made it possible for us to move forward 
with this Peru agreement and, hope-
fully, makes it possible to move for-
ward in the case of Panama and Colom-
bia. 

This year, the Democratic majorities 
in the House and Senate demanded ad-
ditional provisions in our trade agree-
ments before they would agree to im-
plement them. That is the result of the 
last election. When people give their 
will to a different majority in this Con-
gress, we have to respect that. I think 
the Democrats were fair and respon-
sible in the agreements that were 
reached. I am willing to go along with 
them. Those are not necessarily things 
I would have agreed to if we had still 
been in a majority and probably would 
not have had to negotiate. But the 
Democrats won the last election. 

So after lengthy negotiations, the ad-
ministration agreed to a compromise 
that the House Democratic leadership 
announced with great fanfare on May 
10, 2007. The Democratic leadership de-
scribed the deal as a ‘‘historic break-
through’’ and a ‘‘fundamental shift in 
U.S. trade policy’’ that achieved re-
sults they have been seeking for years. 
As a result of this compromise, the ad-
ministration negotiated conforming 
changes in the labor and environment 
chapters and the provisions on Govern-
ment procurement, investment, and in-
tellectual property. For example, in 
the wake of the agreement, disputes 
arising under the labor and environ-
ment chapters are subject to the same 
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dispute settlement procedures as every 
other obligation of the agreement. 
Now, we can debate whether that 
change was actually a good idea, but it 
satisfied a longstanding demand of the 
Democrats who have opposed our trade 
agreements in the past. The same goes 
for the other changes encompassed in 
the May 10 compromise. 

The administration followed through 
by negotiating the necessary changes 
to incorporate the May 10 compromise 
into each of our pending trade agree-
ments with Peru, Colombia, Panama, 
and South Korea. Now we are moving 
on Peru. But since the administration 
has carried out its responsibilities 
under the May 10 compromise with the 
Democrats and it is good enough to get 
Peru passed, it ought to be good 
enough to get Colombia and Panama 
passed real quickly and South Korea 
after some kinks are worked out in the 
South Korean negotiations. 

Unfortunately, we have very little to 
show for those efforts other than Peru 
right now. It has been almost 7 months. 
We still have not implemented a single 
pending trade agreement. We will soon 
change that with our vote on the Peru 
trade agreement. But there is no sign 
of movement on the horizon for the 
next pending trade agreements, and 
our druthers there are to go with the 
agreement with Colombia first. The 
fact there is not movement in these 
other areas troubles me greatly. 

I hope to see most of my Democratic 
colleagues join me in voting to imple-
ment this trade agreement with Peru. 
After we have done so, I very much 
hope they will join me again in sup-
porting implementation of our trade 
agreement with Colombia as soon as 
possible in this Congress. Our agri-
culture producers, manufacturers, and 
our service providers are counting on 
us. Our allies are counting on us. It is 
in our economic interest, and it is in 
our national interest. It is in the inter-
est of greater opportunities for inter-
national peace. We cannot let those op-
portunities embodied in these trade 
agreements slip by us. 

One final, concluding remark, and it 
is repeating the same thing several 
times, and that is that Peru has had 
opportunities to come and bring their 
products to the United States without 
tariffs for decades. We have had to pay 
duties to get our products into Peru. 
This gives our manufacturers, our 
farmers, and our service providers the 
opportunity to finally get our products 
into Peru duty free. 

I yield the floor. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-

BENOW). The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
rise this evening in strong opposition 

to the Peru Free Trade Agreement. It 
seems to me that most Americans un-
derstand that our current trade poli-
cies are failing. They see this every day 
when they go shopping and they buy 
products that are made in China—made 
all over the world—but that it is in-
creasingly difficult to find a product 
manufactured in the United States of 
America. They understand our trade 
policies are failing when they note our 
trade deficit is huge and growing larger 
every single year. It seems to me that 
before we go forward again in pursuit 
of a failing trade agenda, we might 
want to sit back, take a moratorium, 
understand why our trade policies are 
failing, and then put together trade 
agreements that work for the working 
people and the middle class of this 
country, rather than just the CEOs of 
large multinational corporations. That 
is what I think we should be doing; not 
rushing helter skelter along the direc-
tion of failed trade policies. 

One of the major reasons that the 
middle class in the United States is 
shrinking, poverty is increasing, and 
the gap between the rich and the poor 
is growing wider is, in fact, due to our 
disastrous, unfettered free trade poli-
cies. In my opinion, the last thing we 
should be doing now is passing another 
job-destroying, NAFTA-style free trade 
agreement. 

Before we vote on this piece of legis-
lation, I think it is terribly important 
that we as a Senate take a hard look at 
the current state of our economy. Now, 
if our economy is doing well for the 
middle class, if our trade policies are 
creating good-paying jobs, if our trade 
policies are moving toward eliminating 
poverty, if our trade policies are mak-
ing us a more egalitarian society, let’s 
go forward; but, in fact, if our trade 
policies are moving in exactly the 
wrong direction for the middle class, I 
think we should take a deep breath and 
not go forward in that direction. 

Let’s take a look at in fact what is 
happening in our economy today since 
President Bush has been in office. 

Nearly 5 million Americans have 
slipped out of the middle class and into 
poverty. In fact, today, the United 
States has the highest rate of poverty 
of any major country on Earth. Madam 
President, 8.6 million Americans have 
lost their health insurance, and some 
47 million Americans now have health 
insurance. Median household income 
for working-age families has gone down 
by nearly $2,500 since President Bush 
has been in office. Over 3 million good- 
paying manufacturing jobs have been 
lost. Three million American workers 
have lost their pensions. Wages and 
salaries are now at their lowest share 
of GDP since 1929. The United States 
has the largest gap between the rich 
and the poor of any major developed 
country on Earth. Incredibly, in 2005, 
the top 1 percent earned more income 
than the bottom 50 percent. According 
to Forbes Magazine, the collective net 
worth of the wealthiest 400 Americans 
increased by $120 billion last year to 
$1.25 trillion. 

Now, is our current trade policy re-
sponsible for all of these economic 
trends? The answer, obviously, is no. 
Our current trade policies are not the 
sole cause for the decline of the middle 
class and the increase in poverty. But 
has unfettered free trade significantly 
contributed to the shrinking of the 
middle class and the increase in in-
come inequality? The answer is abso-
lutely, it has. 

So the point I am making this 
evening is if you like the way the econ-
omy is going, with a shrinking middle 
class and an increase in poverty and a 
growing gap between the very rich and 
everybody else, I guess we should go 
forward on these trade policies. But if 
you don’t like the direction of the 
economy of the United States—and the 
overwhelming majority of people in 
this country do not like where the 
economy is going—I think we need a 
new direction in our trade policies. 

According to the Institute for Inter-
national Economics, 39 percent of the 
increase in income inequality in our 
country is due to our unfettered free 
trade policy. According to the Center 
for Economic and Policy Research, un-
fettered free trade has caused the 
wages of American workers without a 
college degree to be slashed by over 12 
percent. When we talk about econom-
ics, we often look at the problem from 
a general sense, but if we focus on what 
is happening, especially to those people 
who are high school graduates, what 
we are seeing is a severe decline in 
wages for that subset of the American 
population. Those people are struggling 
very hard to keep their heads above 
water economically. 

We now have a record-breaking $765 
billion trade deficit, including a $232 
billion trade deficit with China, and a 
$64 billion trade deficit with Mexico. 
Today, we now have the fewest manu-
facturing jobs than at any time since 
Dwight David Eisenhower was Presi-
dent of our country. 

If the United States is to remain a 
major industrial power, producing real 
products and creating good-paying 
jobs, we must develop a new set of 
trade policies which work for the mid-
dle class of this country and not just 
for the CEOs of large corporations. As 
the Presiding Officer well knows, com-
ing from the great State of Michigan, 
it was not so many years ago that Gen-
eral Motors was the largest employer 
in the United States. By and large, 
those people who worked for General 
Motors had good wages, good benefits, 
and a strong union to represent them. 
Today, the largest employer in the 
United States is Wal-Mart—low wages, 
vehemently antiunion, and minimum 
benefits. That is the transformation of 
the American economy, and that is a 
metaphor for why the middle class in 
America today is shrinking. 

Unfortunately, the Peru Free Trade 
Agreement is another failed trade pol-
icy among many other failed trade 
policies. In fact, in large part, this Free 
Trade Agreement, the Peru agreement, 
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was modeled after the North American 
Free Trade Agreement—NAFTA. So I 
guess the bottom line here is, if you 
like NAFTA, you will like the Peru 
Free Trade Agreement. Most people in 
this country do not like NAFTA. 

Has NAFTA been a success? Well, we 
have some information. We have some 
figures. Let’s take a look. Supporters 
of unfettered free trade told us over 
and over again that NAFTA would in-
crease jobs in the United States. I was 
a Member of the House of Representa-
tives during that debate. I remember it 
like it was yesterday: NAFTA is going 
to create all kinds of new jobs. Unfor-
tunately, according to the Economic 
Policy Institute, NAFTA has led to the 
elimination of over 1 million American 
jobs. Well, NAFTA cost us 1 million 
American jobs. Do we want to go down 
that road with other trade agreements 
that will also lead to the loss of jobs 
and the lowering of wages? I think not. 

Supporters of unfettered free trade 
told us during that debate that NAFTA 
would significantly reduce the flow of 
illegal immigration into this country 
because the standard of living in Mex-
ico would increase. 

Well, that issue need not be discussed 
for too long because nobody believes 
that has happened. Sadly, as we all 
know, as a result of NAFTA, severe 
poverty in Mexico has increased; 1.3 
million small farmers in Mexico have 
lost their farms. They have been dis-
placed and real wages for the majority 
of Mexicans have gone down. All of 
this—the loss of farms, the decline in 
wages, and the increase in extreme 
poverty in Mexico—is directly opposite 
of what they told us NAFTA would do, 
and it has led to a 60-percent annual in-
crease in illegal immigration from 
Mexico during the first 6 years of 
NAFTA alone. 

So they told us NAFTA would create 
more jobs in America. Wrong. We lost 
jobs. They told us NAFTA would in-
crease the standard of living of people 
in Mexico and stop illegal immigra-
tion. Wrong. Extreme poverty in Mex-
ico has gone up; over a million people 
lost their farms, and illegal immigra-
tion to the U.S. has increased. Wrong, 
wrong, wrong. Yet people say we were 
wrong, wrong, wrong, and I guess we 
should continue to go down that same 
path. That doesn’t make a lot of sense 
to me. 

One of the interesting aspects of un-
fettered free trade in the United 
States, and all over the world, is that 
it results in very large increases in in-
come inequality. That is true in the 
United States, and it is also true in 
Mexico, where the gap between the rich 
and poor in that country has sky-
rocketed. 

You would be interested to know that 
one man in Mexico—we all have to 
admit that at least one guy in Mexico 
has significantly benefited from 
NAFTA, and that is the telecommuni-
cations mogul, Carlos Slim. He has 
done very well by NAFTA. He recently 
surpassed Bill Gates as the wealthiest 

person in the world, and he—from Mex-
ico—is worth over $60 billion. He is the 
richest guy in the world and is from a 
poor country. Amazingly, Mr. Slim is 
worth more than the bottom 45 percent 
of the people of Mexico. One man has 
more wealth than the bottom 45 per-
cent of the people in Mexico. Frankly, 
that is obscene. 

That is obscene, but that is one of 
the manifestations of unfettered free 
trade. In that case, it is in a very ex-
treme way. In fact, while NAFTA 
helped make Mr. Slim the wealthiest 
person in the world, about half of the 
Mexican population lives on less than 
$5 a day. How about that. One guy is 
worth $60 billion, and half of the popu-
lation there lives on $5 a day. That is a 
manifestation of unfettered free trade. 
The Slim family fortune is equivalent 
to 8 percent of Mexico’s gross domestic 
product. So, in Mexico, you have one 
man who is worth $60 billion, while ex-
treme poverty in that country has in-
creased and small farmers have been 
driven off the land. 

That has been the result of NAFTA 
in Mexico. I am afraid that, if we con-
tinue to move down that road, this will 
be the same in terms of the Peru Free 
Trade Agreement. 

In addition, before we vote on this 
unfettered free trade agreement, I 
think we need to closely examine our 
unfettered free trade policy with China 
because China is the 600-pound gorilla 
in the whole issue. Supporters of unfet-
tered free trade told us that PNTR 
with China would lead to the creation 
of hundreds of thousands of American 
jobs. That is what they said. Well, un-
fortunately, they were wrong again. In-
stead, as a result of PNTR with China, 
nearly 2 million decent-paying Amer-
ican jobs have been displaced. 

As we speak, there are millions of 
men, women, and kids in this country 
who are going out Christmas shopping. 
This is the time of year people do that. 
When people go to stores—whether 
they are large department stores or 
small stores—and they buy stuff, they 
find that almost everything that they 
are buying—whether it is footwear, 
telephones, clothing, computers, you 
name the product—is manufactured in 
China. They are not manufactured in 
the United States of America. 

I recently held a series of town meet-
ings, and I asked people in my State— 
and we are a small State. Unlike 
Michigan, we are not a major manufac-
turing center. Yet in the last 6 years, 
in Vermont, we have lost 25 percent of 
our manufacturing jobs. What kind of a 
country are we going to be if we are 
not producing the products people con-
sume? Do you think we can be a great 
economy simply by flipping ham-
burgers? I don’t think so. 

I will tell you, there are people who 
worry about the military future of our 
country, our national security, when 
we are not even producing the products 
that our military needs. Since PNTR 
with China, our trade deficit with that 
country has nearly tripled to $232 bil-

lion, and that is a huge and growing 
trade deficit. 

Today, over 80 percent of the toys 
sold in the United States are made in 
China. About 90 percent, for example, 
of the vitamin C—I take vitamin C—is 
made in China; 80 percent of all shoes 
we purchase in the United States are 
made in China; 90 percent of U.S. fur-
niture production has moved to China; 
85 percent of bicycles sold in the 
United States are made in China; half 
of all the apple juice imported to the 
United States comes from China; the 
United States imports more advanced 
technologies from China than any 
other country. We are not just talking 
about stuffed teddy bears or sneakers, 
we are now talking about highly ad-
vanced technology that is developing 
in China. 

I have a simple question: Why is it 
that, in Vermont, Michigan, and all 
over this country corporations are 
shutting down and moving abroad? 
Wouldn’t it be a nice idea that if these 
guys wanted Americans to buy their 
products—which they do—how about 
manufacturing some of them in the 
United States of America? 

As I mentioned, I did a series of town 
meetings and I talked to the people in 
my State. I said: When was the last 
major manufacturing plant built in the 
State of Vermont? People can’t quite 
remember, but it was a very fine plant 
built by a company called Husky. They 
are good jobs and it is a good plant. 
That was a long time ago. Nobody can 
remember any new plants being built 
in Vermont. By the way, I think that is 
true for most locations in America. Yet 
I was in China 5 years ago and I saw a 
lot of American companies building 
new plants in China—not in the United 
States of America. I think this is an 
issue we have to get a handle on. 

The irony is that a few years ago 
when I was in the House, in honor of 9/ 
11, we had a ceremony to commemo-
rate and memorialize the people mur-
dered that day, and they distributed 
American flags to us. Those flags were 
made in China. Since September 11, 
2001, over 100 million American flags 
sold in this country were made in 
China. We are not even making Amer-
ican flags in the United States of 
America. 

Before we pass yet another unfet-
tered free trade agreement—this time 
with Peru—we have to fundamentally 
fix the broken trade policies we have 
with China and Mexico. That is not 
just Senator BERNIE SANDERS talking; 
this is the view of the overwhelming 
majority of Republicans, Democrats, 
and Independents. 

Let me refer you to a recent Wall 
Street Journal-NBC News poll. In that 
poll—maybe 2 months ago—it indicated 
that 59 percent of Republicans and 54 
percent of Democrats believed that un-
fettered free trade has been bad for the 
U.S. economy. Probably the only room 
full of people we could find in America 
who think that unfettered free trade is 
a good idea is this room right here. I 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:13 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S03DE7.REC S03DE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S14691 December 3, 2007 
think Republicans understand it is not 
working, Democrats and Independents 
understand it is not working, and 
maybe the Senate should start listen-
ing to the American people who are ex-
periencing the tragedy of unfettered 
free trade. 

We have been told this particular 
trade agreement with Peru is different 
than the other trade agreements. We 
have been told this agreement has 
strong labor and environmental stand-
ards. If that is true, then why is it that 
not one major group representing the 
interests of labor, the environment, 
consumers, family farmers, religious 
organizations or Latino civil rights or-
ganizations supports this agreement? 
To the best of my knowledge, not one 
does. 

In fact, the Peru Free Trade Agree-
ment is being opposed by the Team-
sters, the International Association of 
Machinists, the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers, UNITE- 
HERE, the League of United Latin 
American Citizens, Oxfam, Public Cit-
izen, and numerous religious organiza-
tions in our country. 

In Peru, this unfettered free trade 
agreement is opposed by both of Peru’s 
labor federations, and a prominent 
archbishop, among others. Even more 
troubling is the fact that the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, which strongly 
supports this trade agreement and all 
trade agreements, has said they have 
been ‘‘encouraged by assurances that 
the labor provisions cannot be read to 
require compliance with ILO conven-
tions.’’ 

In other words, the labor standards in 
this agreement may not be worth the 
paper they are written on—or at least 
that is the view of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce. 

According to a recent report by Co-
lumbia law professor Mark Barenberg, 
the so-called labor standards included 
in this legislation are ‘‘even worse than 
existing law’’ and ‘‘in no respect do the 
agreement’s labor provisions mark a 
significant improvement.’’ 

Perhaps most important is this fact: 
The minimum wage in Peru is about 91 
cents an hour. So what we are saying 
to workers in this country is that there 
is your competition. You are going to 
be competing against people who make 
91 cents an hour. I think that is wrong. 
I do not think that America should be 
forced to compete against people in 
Peru, or any other country on Earth, 
where people earn such little money. 

In industry after industry, corporate 
America is shipping our manufacturing 
plants, our good-paying jobs, overseas, 
where desperate people are forced to 
work for pennies an hour. 

That bottom line is what unfettered 
free trade is about. The largest cor-
porations in this country have pushed 
unfettered free trade for years. They 
have succeeded and they have gotten 
what they want. They want to pay peo-
ple in China 50 cents an hour; in Peru, 
a dollar an hour, rather than paying 
American workers a living wage here, 

respecting the environment here and 
free independent trade unions here. 

Our corporate friends have won this 
debate, and the result of that is that 
the middle class is shrinking, poverty 
is increasing, and the wealthiest people 
in this country have never had it so 
good. 

At a time when the poorest people in 
this country are seeing unprecedented 
desperation, when the gap between the 
people on top and everybody else is 
growing wider and wider and most of 
the new jobs projected for the future 
are low-wage jobs with minimal bene-
fits, that is the future. 

The great economic struggle of our 
time is whether the middle class of our 
Nation can be saved. That is what it is 
about. What the American dream was 
about—and this was true in my house-
hold—is my parents started with very 
little and they worked hard, with the 
hope that their kids would do better 
than they did. That is the American 
dream, and it has taken place here for 
such a long time. 

Right now, if we don’t begin to deal 
with our current economic policies, in-
cluding disastrous trade policies, there 
is a strong likelihood that our chil-
dren—the young generation of today— 
will, for the first time in the modern 
history of this country, have the dubi-
ous distinction of having a lower stand-
ard of living than their parents. That is 
a reality that we have to prevent. I 
don’t want to see us participating in 
the race to the bottom. I don’t want to 
see our kids being poorer than their 
parents. There are a number of factors 
for that happening. Anyone who does 
not think that unfettered free trade is 
one of the reasons for the decline of the 
middle class I think is dead wrong. 

The word has got to go out loudly 
and clearly to companies such as Wal- 
Mart, General Electric, General Mo-
tors, IBM, Microsoft, Boeing, and hun-
dreds of other corporations that they 
cannot keep sending America’s future 
to low-wage countries. 

Trade is a good thing, and let me re-
iterate that point. I believe trade is a 
good thing, but it must be based on 
principles that are fair to American 
workers. The U.S. Congress can no 
longer allow corporate America to sell 
out the middle class of our country and 
move our economy abroad. 

A number of years ago, I think 
speaking for virtually all of corporate 
America, Jeff Immelt, who is the CEO 
of General Electric, one of the largest 
corporations in America, said: 

When I am talking to GE managers, I talk 
China, China, China, China, China. You need 
to be there. I’m a nut on China. Outsourcing 
to China is going to grow to 5 billion. 

That is what corporate America is 
saying. That is what unfettered free 
trade is all about, and it is time we 
told Mr. Immelt and the other CEOs of 
large corporations that if they want to 
sell their products in this country, 
they are going to have to start pro-
ducing their products in this country. 

It is not acceptable that Thomas 
Donohue, the CEO of the U.S. Chamber 

of Commerce, ‘‘urges’’ American com-
panies to send jobs abroad. They actu-
ally think this is good. 

It is not acceptable that Bill Gates, 
who has many wonderful qualities, 
tells us that Communist, authoritarian 
China has created a ‘‘brand new form of 
capitalism, and as a consumer it is the 
best thing that ever happened.’’ With 
all due respect to Mr. Gates, I disagree. 

We must tell these corporate leaders 
to stop outsourcing our jobs overseas 
and stop outsourcing the future of our 
country. We must demand they start 
investing in the United States of Amer-
ica and create good-paying jobs here. 
We must rebuild our manufacturing 
base. Then we can talk about passing 
trade agreements that work for the 
middle class of this country while at 
the same time lifting standards 
throughout the world. 

I want a race that takes all people 
up, not a race to the bottom. And that, 
among many other reasons, is why we 
should reject the Peru free-trade agree-
ment. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
remarks, if Senator DOMENICI is on the 
Senate floor, he be the next to speak, 
and if he is not, Senator SALAZAR be 
the next to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first 
I thank you for your words regarding 
what we need to be doing on trade and 
what has happened regarding unfet-
tered trade. Coming from the great 
State of Michigan, the manufacturing 
hub of this country and of the world 
over decades and decades, I could not 
agree more with what is happening in 
terms of jobs going overseas. I see it in 
the eyes of thousands, in fact, hundreds 
of thousands of people; 250,000 people in 
my State who have lost their jobs just 
since this President has taken office, 
people working hard every day who 
just want to make a living for their 
kids and know the pension they paid 
into is going to be there and health 
care and that they can send their kids 
to college and have all the things they 
wanted for their children, have the 
great American dream. They have 
watched that dream slip away for 
themselves and their families. 

I thank you for your words. 
I go another step in terms of what I 

think we need to be doing to support 
manufacturing here and a level playing 
field because, in addition to what has 
been said about Peru as one more trade 
agreement—and I agree with that 
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statement, ‘‘one more trade agree-
ment’’—that is on the books without 
other provisions in place, there are cer-
tainly things that we can and need to 
be doing to support and encourage 
those manufacturing jobs in America. 

As I noted in the Finance Committee, 
as a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, the Peru free-trade agreement 
is a tough one for me in a sense that I 
know colleagues have worked very 
hard to bring in new language. My 
friend and colleague in the House, Con-
gressman RANGEL, and Senator LEVIN, 
certainly our chairman of the Finance 
Committee and the ranking member, 
have been working to have this agree-
ment reflect our country’s values when 
it comes to labor and environmental 
standards. 

The truth is, I wish we had had these 
kinds of standards in previous agree-
ments. Getting the right words on 
paper is important, but unfortunately 
it is not enough to get them on paper. 
They are on paper in these agreements, 
but that is not enough when it comes 
to the families of my State and the 
people of America who want to make 
sure the American dream is available 
to them and their families. 

I would like to believe these words 
will translate into action. It is hard to 
be convinced we are going to enforce 
our trade laws when we just start from 
the basis that we have the smallest 
trade enforcement office of any indus-
trialized country in the world. That 
gives an indication of the priority of 
enforcing trade laws compared to what 
is happening in other countries. 

We have more than 230 trade agree-
ments on the books to enforce, and we 
have the smallest trade enforcement 
agency of any country in the industri-
alized world. It should be no surprise 
that there has been a huge increase in 
dangerous products coming across our 
borders and that more and more coun-
tries are testing the resolve of our 
trade laws and are, in fact, cheating on 
those trade laws. 

The administration has simply lost 
credibility with the American people. 
No one believes this administration 
will enforce current trade agreements. 
No one believes currency manipulation 
will stop and certainly that the admin-
istration will take any action. This is 
something I have been focused on now 
since coming to the Senate, and every 
year—every 6 months, in fact—we get a 
report from the Treasury Secretary: No 
action. Currency manipulation is not 
really happening or they don’t mean it 
or they will do better in China if we 
trust them, and more and more jobs 
are going overseas because of that 
trade policy. 

No one believes unsafe imported 
products will be kept away from our 
children. No one believes at this time 
that this agreement will end up lev-
eling the playing field on trade. No one 
believes that point because, unfortu-
nately, based on past actions, it is not 
true. We have too many businesses 
that have faced patent violations and 

unfair pricing. We have seen small 
businesses in my State, as well as 
large, that make a product and have 
had a Chinese company come in and 
steal everything about that product, 
not only the patents, but the pack-
aging, the directions on the package, 
and make the product for a small frac-
tion of what it cost to actually make 
it. 

I have small businesses in my State 
that have stopped making products be-
cause they cannot afford the cost to 
fight the Chinese Government to stop 
the trade infringement. 

Those unfortunate incidents have 
meant people in my State have lost 
their jobs. I have one small business 
owner who makes hand trucks used to 
carry boxes and products, to move 
them around, who created one type of 
hand truck. It was stolen and produced 
by a Chinese company. This person 
could not afford to take action. 

He said to me: Where is my Govern-
ment stepping in to help me? But he 
could not afford the $10,000 a month re-
tainer of an attorney to try to figure 
out how to stop them, so he stopped 
making the product and 50 people in 
the northern Michigan town of Cadillac 
lost their jobs—50 people. For that 
town, that is a lot of people. In fact, 
anywhere, if you are 1 of those 50, that 
is a lot of people. 

We have too many dangerous prod-
ucts that have put our families and 
children in harm’s way because foreign 
countries are not following the rules 
and our own country does not hold 
them accountable. 

We have too many American families 
sitting on waiting lists for training 
that they were promised by this Gov-
ernment, the Federal Government of 
America, that they would receive if 
they lost their job because of trade. 

We have a whole range of things that 
are not happening that have been 
promised. 

This is what the people of my State 
see, and I believe the American people 
see. They see unsafe products. They see 
illegal trade practices. They see lost 
jobs devastating communities, low-
ering the standard of living, loss of the 
middle class that has resulted from 
previous trade agreements that were 
not enforced and that were not fair. 
That is what they see. 

I simply cannot support another 
trade agreement until we get this 
right. I cannot support a trade agree-
ment ahead of enforcing our trade 
laws, improving product safety, keep-
ing our promises to working Ameri-
cans, and ensuring a level playing field 
for businesses and workers, all of which 
are achievable if we make American 
businesses and American workers our 
priority. If we make that our priority, 
we can make the changes necessary so 
that trade works for us, rather than 
having it be a situation where instead 
of exporting our products, we are ex-
porting our jobs. That is why the right 
words on paper just are not enough. We 
have to have the right trade agenda—a 

trade agenda that helps working fami-
lies adjust and be able to thrive in a 
global economy because we are making 
more products and selling more prod-
ucts and creating more jobs here, one 
that is based on a sense of credible 
trade enforcement so other countries 
know we are serious about jobs and 
businesses in our country, and one, 
frankly, that lets other countries know 
we are serious about protecting our 
people as it relates to safety, which is 
also very important. 

In 2006, 1 year ago, 37,000 people in 
Michigan lost their jobs specifically 
and directly because of trade—37,000— 
but only 4,100 received any kind of 
trade adjustment help—training, the 
ability to go back to school to be able 
to get some assistance to be able to 
start a new career. That means 90 per-
cent of the people who were affected, 
who lost their jobs, are not receiving 
funds that were promised under trade 
adjustment assistance because of var-
ious caps or the fact that we have not 
authorized that critical program. 

And just extending it is not enough. 
How do I tell 33,000 people who were 
told that the Federal Government 
would help them through this adjust-
ment period, through training and in-
creased investments and new jobs, how 
do I tell them that, in fact, 90 percent 
of the people in their same situation 
got no help whatsoever? 

Communities also need assistance. In 
Michigan, many communities have 
been devastated by the loss of a large 
plant or industrial facility. I will give 
one example, and this is very much 
about the race to the bottom, Mr. 
President. You spoke about it, and I 
speak about it all the time. When 
Electrolux, which makes refrigerators 
in Greenville, MI—a city of 8,000 peo-
ple, with almost 3,000 of those people 
employed at this one plant—when they 
decided to pick up and go to Mexico 
where they could pay $1.57 an hour, 
with no health benefits, there was a 
huge effort that came about to be able 
to work with them to stay. The Gov-
ernor came in, the mayor came in, and 
others, saying: We will help you refi-
nance a plant. We will give you tax in-
centives. Tell us how we can help you 
to be able to be competitive, to be able 
to stay in Greenville, MI. I met with 
them on many occasions, asking: What 
can we do to partner with you to sup-
port you. The end analysis was that the 
State essentially said no taxes at all. 
We offered to help them build new 
plants, and none of it was enough be-
cause they said: You can’t compete 
with $1.57 an hour and no health bene-
fits. 

So this really is about whether we 
are going to compete down to a lower 
standard of living and lose the middle 
class and lose the American dream, or 
whether we are going to compete up. I 
believe if we compete up with a dif-
ferent trade agenda, a different broadly 
held agenda that will strengthen Amer-
ica, that we, in fact, can keep our jobs. 
But one piece of that is to make sure 
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that when 2,700-plus people in Green-
ville, MI, or when a whole community 
is devastated by their largest employer 
leaving, that there is some assistance 
not only for the workers but the small 
businesses and for others there to help 
during the transition. 

In fact, we need to make sure we 
have a broader agenda that not only 
levels the playing field on trade, en-
forcing trade laws, having the right 
kind of trade policy, but that we are 
also addressing health care costs in 
this country, the largest cost for our 
businesses, and changing the way we 
fund health care, getting it off the 
back of business, and addressing other 
costs that are noncompetitive that we 
can address. Then we need to race like 
crazy on education and innovation. 
That is the race up, which we, the new 
majority, understand, as evidenced by 
our passing the largest financial aid 
package for college since the GI bill, by 
focusing and refocusing our efforts on 
math and science and technology in-
vestments. 

So there is a way to make this a race 
up. But it is not just passing one more 
trade bill, one more trade law, one 
more agreement, without addressing 
all of these other issues. One of the 
other big issues for us is currency ma-
nipulation. This is something I am 
pleased to say the Finance Committee 
has begun to address with a bill that 
has come out of committee. We have 
not had the opportunity to have that 
on the floor yet, to bring that up, but 
right now we are in a situation where, 
again, because of governmental poli-
cies, because of China specifically, 
where they can peg the value of their 
money, their currency, in a way so that 
when their products come into us, on 
top of paying 60 cents or a dollar an 
hour and not having health care costs 
and all the other things, they can un-
dercut us and get up to a 40-percent 
discount on that product coming in. 

So when the President talked about 
Wal-Mart, when you look at the num-
ber of Chinese products and why they 
are lower, they also get a 40-percent 
discount on their price just from cur-
rency manipulation, which is illegal. 
So before we pass another trade agree-
ment, why don’t we fix that? Why don’t 
we make sure we have the toughest 
possible policies that will stop the loss 
of jobs because of currency manipula-
tion? 

We have also, among trade enforce-
ment, the need to beef up our trade of-
fice. And I am very pleased Senator 
LINDSEY GRAHAM and I have been work-
ing on this now for some time to create 
a trade enforcement division, headed 
by a trade enforcement officer, an inde-
pendent trade enforcement officer—we 
have called it a U.S. trade prosecutor— 
to be able to truly beef up our enforce-
ment. 

I am pleased Senator BAUCUS and 
Senator GRASSLEY, our leaders on fi-
nance, have put together a broader en-
forcement bill, which I support, and in-
clude many of our provisions and as-

pects of our bill in their bill. That 
needs to get done. And I know the 
chairman is committed to having that 
happen, and I am anxious to join him 
in moving that through so that we can 
truly have credibility in the world, 
with other countries; that we mean it 
when we say there is a trade agreement 
and we expect other people to follow 
the rules. 

But what do we see from the adminis-
tration? There have been a couple of ef-
forts, and I appreciate the few times 
they have moved forward to try to do 
something. There is an effort going on 
in auto parts now, but it is very little 
and it is very late, as we watch more 
and more jobs leaving this country. 
And I am very concerned, very dis-
appointed when I see that this adminis-
tration has not moved forward at all on 
any real action on currency manipula-
tion or any number of trade enforce-
ment issues. In fact, last week, the ad-
ministration claimed victory for devel-
oping a voluntary agreement with 
China on illegal subsidies, an agree-
ment that requires a great deal of trust 
with China. It is hard to understand 
they would continue to trust on a vol-
untary basis a country that has broken 
agreements and international policies 
over and over and over. 

Furthermore, haven’t we learned our 
lesson with voluntary agreements? 
Like the one completed with South 
Korea that was intended to, in fact, 
allow us to open up more opportunities 
to make automobiles here and be able 
to sell them to South Korea. Two 
agreements, not one, two voluntary 
agreements, and the exact opposite 
happened with 700,000 vehicles now 
coming in from South Korea, and we 
are barely able to get 5,000 back in to 
them. So voluntary agreements in the 
past have not worked. And given how 
many jobs we are losing, today is not 
the time for another voluntary agree-
ment. We need, in fact, to put our mus-
cle behind tough enforcement proc-
esses. We are quickly losing our stand-
ard of living and our middle class in 
this country. There is a need for ur-
gency that has not been there and is 
not there today with the administra-
tion. 

As a result of the trade policies we 
have in place now, we have an explod-
ing trade deficit, which has increased 
from $380 billion in 2000 to $758 billion 
just last year. Since this administra-
tion has been in office, the trade deficit 
has more than doubled, and with it the 
number of dangerous products coming 
in, the number of layoffs, the number 
of waiting lists for people who need re-
training, the number of businesses los-
ing their patents, losing their products, 
and their ability to sell their products 
because of currency manipulation. 
That is the legacy of this administra-
tion. 

I don’t believe it is a time to reward 
them with another trade agreement. 
Before we go any further in passing 
trade agreements, Mr. President, we 
have to get our trade policy right. Re-

gardless of the specifics of the trade 
agreement, regardless of the words on 
paper, we better be able to back them 
up, and today we cannot. We haven’t 
backed up words on paper. We can no 
longer say pass a trade agreement, we 
will fix it later, we will enforce it later, 
we will change it later, or we will help 
people later. We have to do these 
things now so we have credibility with 
the American people who are counting 
on us to fight for them and to under-
stand that in the greatest country in 
the world, it is time to stand up for the 
middle class in this country, get our 
trade policy right, and stand up for the 
people who have worked hard to make 
this country great. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-

BENOW). The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 

rise today to speak in favor of the 
United States-Peru Trade Promotion 
Agreement, which I intend to support 
tomorrow morning with my vote. 

First, I thank Senator BAUCUS and 
Senator GRASSLEY for their efforts in 
shepherding the Peru Free Trade 
Agreement through the Finance Com-
mittee, where it passed with very 
strong bipartisan support. I congratu-
late them for bringing the agreement 
to the Senate floor today, and I thank 
our majority leader, Senator REID, for 
giving us the opportunity to have the 
free-trade agreement debated on the 
Senate floor today. 

At the outset, Madam President, I 
put this in historical context for me. It 
was almost 409 years ago that my fam-
ily founded the city of Santa Fe, NM. 
And in the four centuries since, you see 
a very unique and positive relationship 
between the United States and the na-
tions to the south of the United States. 
It is a relationship which is bound to-
gether in history and in culture and in 
the landscape of the Western Hemi-
sphere. It is a future which I hope we 
can work on together in the United 
States with our colleague nations to 
the south in order to develop an even 
stronger hemisphere. 

It was in that vein of thinking that 
Senator John Kennedy, at the outset of 
his administration, spoke fervently 
about the future of the Alliance For 
Progress with the Western Hemisphere. 
It is in that same vein that I was hon-
ored to be a part of a codel that was led 
by our own majority leader, Senator 
REID, before he was sworn in to be ma-
jority leader, when he took six Sen-
ators to Bolivia and to Peru and to Ec-
uador, trying to make a statement to 
South America that they were not to 
be a forgotten continent. 

It was in that same vein that in my 
very first meeting with President 
George W. Bush, I spoke to him about 
the importance of not having every 
ounce of his foreign policy agenda con-
sumed by what was happening in Iraq, 
but to make sure that he was looking 
at events and relationships throughout 
the world, and that one of those most 
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important of relationships is the rela-
tionship we have with the nations in 
Latin America, with both Central and 
South America. 

It is in that vein that this legisla-
tion, the Peru Free Trade Agreement, 
is important for us as we move forward 
in trying to establish the right kind of 
relationships between the United 
States and the rest of the Western 
Hemisphere. I believe in the benefits of 
free and fair trade. I believe that by 
working to lower trade barriers and to 
expand access to foreign markets we 
can strengthen the U.S. economy in a 
way that benefits both businesses and 
workers and enhances our relationship 
with friends and allies in important 
parts of the world. 

The Peru Free Trade Agreement is 
the first of four FTAs that are cur-
rently pending in Congress, three of 
which are with countries in South 
America and Central America. As such, 
the Peru FTA represents an important 
step forward in an effort to strengthen 
our ties, both economic and diplo-
matic, with our neighbors in this hemi-
sphere. 

Earlier this year, as I said, I traveled 
with Senators HARRY REID, DICK DUR-
BIN, BOB BENNETT, JUDD GREGG, and 
KENT CONRAD to South America. The 
last stop on our trip was the nation of 
Peru. I came away from that visit with 
a strong sense of how important it is 
for us to bolster our economic and dip-
lomatic ties with Peru and countries 
such as Peru. Doing so will be critical 
to our economic and our national secu-
rity and to the effort to restore Amer-
ica’s standing in the world community. 

The trade agreement we are dis-
cussing today is largely possible be-
cause of changes that have taken place 
in Peru in the last decade. Annual ex-
ports over the last 15 years have in-
creased from $3.4 billion to $23 billion; 
annual per capita income for the peo-
ple of Peru has doubled, from $1,500 to 
$3,200. That is a significant economic 
set of changes within Peru and within 
our trade relationship with the country 
of Peru. 

In the meantime, coca production, a 
major concern of ours with respect to 
Peru, has decreased dramatically, 
thanks in large part to the eradication, 
interdiction, and other efforts to de-
velop economic opportunities for the 
Peruvian people. 

Perhaps most important, incidents of 
terrorism have decreased from nearly 
3,000 in 1991 to less than 100 in 2006. Let 
me say that again. Incidents of ter-
rorism, violent militancy in Peru, have 
decreased from nearly 3,000 in 1991— 
that wasn’t so long ago—to now less 
than 100 in the year 2006. 

The United States has been a strong 
partner in helping to keep Peru on this 
promising path. As a result, along with 
countries such as Colombia and Brazil, 
Peru helps to form an oasis of favor-
able sentiments toward the United 
States in a region where our standing 
has taken major negative hits in recent 
years. 

When our delegation, led by Senator 
REID, met with President Alan Garcia 
in Peru, we had an opportunity to dis-
cuss how the relationship between our 
two nations has developed over the 
course of the past several decades, be-
ginning with the key role Peru played 
in World War II when it provided the 
United States with the military bases 
we so much needed from which we 
monitored the activities of our mili-
tary and our Navy in the Pacific. 

At that meeting with President Gar-
cia, we also discussed President Ken-
nedy’s Alliance for Progress, President 
Kennedy’s initiative to strengthen ties 
between North and South America at 
the beginning of the Cold War. When 
President Kennedy outlined the goals 
of the alliance in 1961, he proposed— 
and I quote from his historic state-
ment: 

. . . to build a hemisphere where all men 
can hope for a suitable standard of living and 
all can live out their lives in dignity and in 
freedom. . . . Let us once again transform 
the American Continent into a vast crucible 
of revolutionary ideas and efforts, a tribute 
to the power of the creative energies of free 
men and women, an example to all the world 
that liberty and progress walk hand in hand. 

That was President Kennedy’s effort 
to try to shine the spotlight of a new 
relationship between the United States 
and the countries to the south in Latin 
America. 

The Alliance for Progress is not a 
perfect alliance, but it certainly gave a 
message which has been missing 
throughout much of the history of the 
United States and certainly missing 
the last 6 years, that the relationship 
between the United States and South 
America is important from a strategic 
point of view for national security be-
cause these are the countries located in 
this hemisphere, that border us to the 
south, and also because of the eco-
nomic relationship between the United 
States and Latin America. 

Passing this free-trade agreement 
will help us build on the trade relation-
ship that already exists between the 
United States and Peru and, in my 
view, will help us move in the right di-
rection. 

I wish to speak briefly about why the 
Peru Free Trade Agreement is impor-
tant. 

First, from my point of view, the 
Peru Free Trade Agreement is impor-
tant for America’s economic security. 
It will benefit both businesses and 
workers in the long run. In an increas-
ingly global economy, America is fac-
ing growing competition on a number 
of different fronts. In order to preserve 
our standing as the world economic 
leader and to ensure that American 
businesses continue to set the standard 
for the world community, we must ex-
pand economic opportunities in foreign 
markets. If foreign countries face ob-
stacles to trade with the United States, 
they will take their business elsewhere. 

It is worth pointing out that many 
Peruvian businesses already have un-
fettered access to the U.S. market as a 
result of Andean Trade Preference 

Agreement, which we have supported 
here on the floor of this Chamber. U.S. 
businesses, including the farmers and 
ranchers of my State, deserve to have 
that same access to the Peruvian mar-
ket. 

Second, the Peru FTA and others 
like it are important for America’s na-
tional security interests around the 
world. In a part of the world where neg-
ative feelings toward the United States 
have grown and grown in recent years 
and as we strive to restore America’s 
standing around the world, it is vitally 
important to recognize those friend-
ships we do have and to do whatever we 
can to strengthen those friendships. 
Peru is a prominent example of an ally 
that has stood by us year after year. It 
would be a mistake not to return the 
favor here today and tomorrow by 
helping Peru continue its impressive 
progress of the past 15 years. 

Additionally, a growing Peruvian 
economy with increased ties to the 
United States will help Peru continue 
to make progress on human rights and 
serve as an effective buffer against ter-
rorist groups that have claimed more 
than 35,000 lives in Peru over the last 30 
years. 

Finally, I am proud of the historic re-
lationship between the United States 
and Latin America, but it is a relation-
ship that we, candidly, must work on 
to strengthen into the 21st century and 
beyond. Of course, free-trade policies, 
as the Presiding Officer has pointed out 
often on the floor of the Senate, have 
consequences that we cannot overlook 
and that must be addressed. 

As the U.S. economy evolves to meet 
the demands of the 21st century and 
adjusts to handle increased competi-
tion from foreign businesses here in 
America, we all know there are win-
ners and there are losers. That is why 
we need to ensure that the playing 
field is a fair playing field by doing our 
best to hold our trading partners to the 
same environmental and labor stand-
ards American businesses must meet. 
The bipartisan May 10 agreement of 
this year, which has been incorporated 
into the Peru FTA, is an important 
part of that effort. All of us—Demo-
crats and Republicans, businesses, 
workers, and the environmental com-
munity—need to work to build on that 
progress to ensure our trade policies 
can strengthen our economic security 
and our national security in a way that 
is fair and that does not hurt workers 
and does not hurt the environment. 

We also need to act as soon as pos-
sible to reauthorize and strengthen the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program 
so that American workers, businesses, 
and farmers who are adversely affected 
by our trade policies can receive the 
assistance they need as they strive to 
be part of the 21st century global econ-
omy. 

I believe we can move forward on 
trade in a way that addresses these le-
gitimate concerns without preventing 
us from expanding opportunities for 
American businesses in foreign mar-
kets. I believe the Peru Free Trade 
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Agreement does an excellent job of 
meeting both objectives. For all the 
reasons I have outlined today, I sup-
ported the free-trade agreement when 
it was in the Finance Committee, and I 
will support it on the floor of the Sen-
ate. I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 
Senate begins its final work period of 
the year, I want to thank those mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee who 
have been working so hard throughout 
this year in helping us fulfill our duties 
with respect to nominations. 

Given the work of the Senators serv-
ing on the Judiciary Committee, the 
Senate is in position to confirm 40 judi-
cial nominees for lifetime appoint-
ments to the Federal bench this year, 
including 6 more of this President’s cir-
cuit court nominees. 

The Senate has already acted to con-
firm 36 lifetime judicial appointments. 
Remaining on the Senate Executive 
calendar are the nominations of John 
Daniel Tinder to the Court of Appeals 
for the Seventh Circuit, Amul R. 
Thapar to the Eastern District of Ken-
tucky, Joseph Normand Laplante to 
the District of New Hampshire, and 
Thomas D. Schroeder to the Middle 
District of North Carolina. When they 
are confirmed, and with the coopera-
tion of Senators they can be confirmed 
this month, we will have exceeded the 
yearly total in each of the last 3 years 
when a Republican majority managed 
the Senate and the consideration of 
this Republican President’s nomina-
tions. Indeed, we are proceeding on va-
cancies before they arise in some cases. 

When we conclude our work on judi-
cial nominations this year, we will 
have exceeded the totals in 2004, 2005, 
or 2006 when a Republican-led Senate 
was considering this President’s nomi-
nees. We are exceeding the totals con-
firmed in 1996, 1997, 1999 and 2000, when 
a Republican-led Senate was consid-
ering President Clinton’s nominees. We 
are even exceeding the totals in 1989 
and 1993 when a Democratic-led Senate 
was considering President Clinton’s 
nominees. This year’s total will be al-
most two dozen more confirmations 
than were achieved during the 1996 ses-
sion when Republicans refused to pro-
ceed to confirm any of President Clin-
ton’s circuit court nominations. 

We continue to make progress on cir-
cuit court nominations. The six circuit 
court nominees confirmed this year 
matches the total circuit court con-

firmations for 2001. We will have ex-
ceeded the circuit court totals 
achieved in 2004 when a Republican-led 
Senate was considering this President’s 
circuit nominees; in 1983, when a Re-
publican-led Senate was considering 
President Reagan’s nominees; in 1993, 
when a Democratic-led Senate was con-
sidering President Clinton’s nominees; 
and, of course, the 1996 session during 
which a Republican-led Senate did not 
confirm a single one of President Clin-
ton’s circuit nominees the entire ses-
sion. 

It is a little known fact that during 
the Bush Presidency, more circuit 
judges, more district judges—more 
total judges—were confirmed in the 
first 24 months that I served as Judici-
ary chairman than during the 2-year 
tenures of either of the two Republican 
chairmen working with Republican 
Senate majorities. 

I continue to try to find ways to 
make progress. Last month, I sent the 
President a letter urging him to work 
with me, Senator SPECTER, and home 
State Senators to send us more well- 
qualified, consensus nominations. To 
reward me for reaching out again and 
extending the olive branch to him, this 
President responded not by replying to 
my letter but by a much ballyhooed 
partisan speech before the Federal So-
ciety annual dinner. 

I have been concerned that several 
recent nominations seem to be part of 
an effort to pick political fights rather 
than judges to fill vacancies. For ex-
ample, President Bush nominated Dun-
can Getchell to one of Virginia’s 
Fourth Circuit vacancies over the ob-
jections of both respected Virginia 
Senators, one a Republican and one a 
Democrat. They had submitted a list of 
five recommended nominations, and 
specifically warned the White House 
not to nominate Mr. Getchell. 

In addition, we have succeeded in 
dramatically lowering vacancies and, 
in particular, circuit vacancies. We 
have helped cut the circuit vacancies 
from a high water mark of 32 in the 
early days of this administration to as 
low as 13 this year. Contrast that with 
the Republican-led Senate’s lack of ac-
tion on President Clinton’s moderate 
and qualified nominees that resulted in 
increasing circuit vacancies during the 
Clinton years from 17 when he was in-
augurated to 26 at the end of his term. 
During those years, the Republican-led 
Senate engaged in strenuous and suc-
cessful efforts under the radar to keep 
circuit judgeships vacant in anticipa-
tion of a Republican President. More 
than 60 percent of current circuit court 
judges were appointed by Republican 
Presidents, with the current President 
having appointed more than 30 percent 
of the active circuit judges already. 

Of the remaining vacancies, 20—more 
than one-third—have no nominee. Of 
the 17 vacancies deemed by the Admin-
istrative Office to be judicial emer-
gencies, the President has yet to send 
us nominees for 8, nearly half of them. 
Of the 14 circuit court vacancies, 4— 

about one-third—are without a nomi-
nee. If the President would work with 
the Senators from Michigan, Rhode Is-
land, Maryland, California, New Jer-
sey, and Virginia, we could be in posi-
tion to make even more progress. 

Of the vacancies without any nomi-
nee, the President has violated the 
timeline he set for himself at least 12 
times—12 have been vacant without so 
much as a nominee for more than 180 
days. The number of violations may in 
fact be much higher since the Presi-
dent said he would nominate within 180 
days of receiving notice that there 
would be a vacancy or intended retire-
ment rather than from the vacancy 
itself. We conservatively estimate that 
he also violated his own rule 13 times 
in connection with the nominations he 
has made. That would mean that with 
respect to approximately 46 vacancies, 
the President is out of compliance with 
his own rule more than half of the 
time. 

So I thank the members of the Judi-
ciary Committee for their hard work 
considering these important nomina-
tions. I thank especially those Sen-
ators who have given generously of 
their time to chair confirmation hear-
ings throughout the year. 

f 

ROADRUNNER COMPUTER 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, to-

day’s Washington Post Science section 
contains an excellent summary on the 
work America is doing to develop the 
fastest computers in the world and the 
benefits to all of us from such com-
puters. 

The headline on the story, ‘‘Faster 
Computers Accelerate Pace of Dis-
covery,’’ captures today and hints at 
tomorrow for science, using computers 
that have processing speeds of more 
than a thousand trillion calculations 
per second. That speed is known as a 
petaflop, in computer science speak. 

I am proud that the first petaflop 
computer in the world is likely to be at 
Los Alamos National Laboratory in my 
home State of New Mexico. Working in 
conjunction with IBM, LANL’s ‘‘Road-
runner’’ computer holds out the prom-
ise of immense advances in almost 
every aspect of scientific inquiry. 

In the area of nuclear weapons, for 
example, computing power increases 
are critical. Two decades ago, this Na-
tion decided to stop underground test-
ing of nuclear weapons. Yet the neces-
sity of certifying the reliability and 
performance of our nuclear stockpile 
remains. How could we do away with 
underground testing and still have the 
three weapons lab directors certify to 
the President that our weapons were 
safe and reliable. We decided to adopt a 
program called Science-Based Stock-
pile Stewardship. Essentially, we de-
cided to simulate a nuclear weapons 
explosion using computer power. Clear-
ly, America needed more computing 
power when we made this decision. 
‘‘Roadrunner’’ is an important step to-
ward making sure that our nuclear 
stockpile will work if ever needed. 
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One of the most interesting uses of 

this enormous computer power is mod-
eling climate change. It is ironic that 
many of those who oppose additional 
funding for the national laboratories 
want a more aggressive stance on the 
question of climate change and ways to 
ameliorate it, are the same people who 
support a House-passed Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill that would 
reject more funding for ‘‘Roadrunner.’’ 

Mr. President, we are in the middle 
of negotiations on the Energy and 
Water appropriations bill right now. 
Adoption of the House-passed bill will 
not only set back our work on com-
puting power and climate change but 
will be a disaster for certification of 
the reliability of our nuclear weapons. 
I hope that all Members of Congress 
will read today’s article in the Wash-
ington Post to get an idea of what is at 
stake as we set policy in the future. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 3, 2007] 
FASTER COMPUTERS ACCELERATE PACE OF 

DISCOVERY 
(by Christopher Lee) 

Sometime next year, developers will boot 
up the next generation of supercomputers, 
machines whose vast increases in processing 
power will accelerate the transformation of 
the scientific method, experts say. 

The first ‘‘petascale’’ supercomputer will 
be capable of 1,000 trillion calculations per 
second. That’s about twice as powerful as to-
day’s dominant model, a basketball-court- 
size beast known as BlueGene/L, at the En-
ergy Department’s Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory in California that per-
forms a peak of 596 trillion calculations per 
second. 

The computing muscle of the new 
petascale machines will be akin to that of 
more than 100,000 desktop computers com-
bined, experts say. A computation that 
would take a lifetime for a home PC and that 
can be completed in about five hours on to-
day’s supercomputers will be doable in as lit-
tle as two hours. 

‘‘The difficulty in building the machines is 
tremendous, and the amount of power these 
machines require is pretty mind-boggling,’’ 
said Mark Seager, assistant department head 
for advanced computing technology at Law-
rence Livermore. ‘‘But the scientific results 
that we can get out of them are also mind- 
boggling and worth every penny and every 
megawatt it takes to build them.’’ 

A leading candidate to become the first 
petascale machine, the ‘‘Roadrunner’’ super-
computer being developed by IBM in partner-
ship with the Energy Department’s Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory, will require about 
4 megawatts of power—enough to illuminate 
10,000 light bulbs, said John Hopson, program 
director for advanced simulation and com-
puting at Los Alamos in New Mexico. 

But scientists say Roadrunner and its 
cousins will make possible dramatically im-
proved computer simulations. That will help 
shed new light on subjects such as climate 
change, geology, new drug development, 
dark matter and other secrets of the uni-
verse, as well as other fields in which direct 
experimental observation is time-consuming, 
costly, dangerous or impossible. 

In fact, supercomputers and their simula-
tions are becoming so powerful that they es-

sentially have introduced a new step in the 
time-honored scientific method that moves 
from theory to hypothesis to experimental 
confirmation, some experts contend. 

‘‘They are a tool that really helps stimu-
late the imagination of scientists and engi-
neers in ways that previously weren’t pos-
sible,’’ said David Turek, vice president of 
supercomputing at IBM. ‘‘You had theory 
and hypothesis and experimentation. Well, 
now scientists are admitting that computa-
tion is an important part of this, as well.’’ 

‘‘Nature is the final arbiter of truth,’’ said 
Seager, the Lawrence Livermore computer 
scientist, but ‘‘rather than doing experi-
ments, a lot of times now we’re actually sim-
ulating those experiments and getting the 
data that way. 

‘‘We can now do as much scientific dis-
covery with computational science as we 
could do before with observational science or 
theoretical science.’’ 

A particularly fruitful area of computer 
modeling has been the study of global cli-
mate change. Ten years ago, experts agreed 
that humans probably were contributing to 
global warming. Now, in part because of a 
10,000-fold increase computing power and bet-
ter accuracy in climate simulations, sci-
entists are sure of it. 

One result is that computer climate mod-
els can now simulate atmospheric and oce-
anic conditions and, crucially, how changes 
in each affect the other, experts said. Now 
the worry is not that computing power is in-
adequate but that the aging of NASA’s 
weather satellites will lead to a shortage of 
input data before long, Seager and others 
said. 

Petascale computers also will make it pos-
sible to predict, say, the effect of an earth-
quake on every building in downtown Los 
Angeles, experts said. Current models cannot 
yield predictions for areas smaller than a 
square mile or two. The increased detail 
could help shape building codes and be a val-
uable tool in evacuation planning and dis-
aster preparedness. 

Computer simulations also help assess the 
reliability, safety, security and performance 
of weapons in the U.S. nuclear stockpile, 
years removed from any real-life nuclear 
tests. ‘‘Nuclear weapons are the quintessen-
tial example of something you can’t really 
test anymore, so a lot of it has to be done 
computationally,’’ said Hopson, the Los Ala-
mos scientist. 

Other potential uses of petascale com-
puters include better simulations of what 
happens when stars explode into supernovas 
and die, and new and more refined analyses 
of experimental drugs and their effects on 
disease and interactions with other medica-
tions, experts said. 

Still another is the modeling of the bird flu 
virus and how it might evolve to become 
more communicable and lethal—knowledge 
that could help scientists develop a vaccine 
in time to use it and to inform public health 
planning. Petascale computers are also ex-
pected to lead to more potent models for 
Wall Street to calculate risk and predict the 
fate of financial instruments, as well as more 
advanced digital prototypes of automobiles 
and jet aircraft, further reducing the need 
for physical mock-ups. 

The remarkable advances in computing 
power of recent decades are frequently at-
tributed to the tenet known as Moore’s Law, 
named for Intel co-founder Gordon E. Moore, 
which says that progress in building chips 
doubles the power of microprocessors about 
every 18 months. But that alone does not ex-
plain the leaps in supercomputing, scientists 
said. 

Today’s supercomputers rely not only on 
better ‘‘compute nodes’’ (made up of faster 
chips and more memory), but also on sci-

entists’ ability to ‘‘gang’’ hundreds of thou-
sands of those nodes together in a single ma-
chine and to devise better ways of having 
them communicate with one another and di-
vide up the work of complex problem solving. 

‘‘If you ran today’s code on yesterday’s 
computers, they would be much faster,’’ said 
Raymond Bair, director of the Argonne 
Leadership Computing Facility at the En-
ergy Department’s Argonne National Lab-
oratory near Chicago. ‘‘People have figured 
out how to solve the problems faster.’’ 

Even before a petascale computer is a re-
ality, scientists are anticipating the next big 
milestone, the exascale machine—a thousand 
times more powerful still, and capable of 1 
million trillion calculations per second. But 
they’ll have to wait. That one isn’t expected 
until about 2018. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
NATHAN GOOD IRON 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to offer a brief statement in tribute to 
Nathan Good Iron. 

Nathan J. Good Iron was a high 
school basketball star, a college stu-
dent, a new father. This young man of 
promise died in an enemy attack in Af-
ghanistan a year ago while serving 
with a unit of the North Dakota Na-
tional Guard, the 188th Air Defense Ar-
tillery. His family learned the terrible 
news on Thanksgiving Day of 2006. 

Nathan was a Hidatsa Indian, a mem-
ber of the Three Affiliated Tribes of 
Mandan, Hidatsa and Arikara of the 
Fort Berthold Reservation. For more 
than a thousand years, the Hidatsa 
people have lived in just a single place, 
along the banks of the Missouri River 
in North Dakota. Always a pastoral 
people, they resided in sizeable cities, 
cultivating extensive, lush gardens 
along the river, hunting buffalo and 
other game in the prairies around 
them. When white adventurers and 
traders began showing up, the Hidatsa 
were welcoming and friendly. Their vil-
lages, and those of their nearby allies— 
the Mandan and Arikara—were centers 
of trade and exploration. 

But when it was necessary, when en-
emies invaded their homeland, the 
Hidatsa proved themselves strong and 
valiant warriors, establishing a long, 
epic history of courage and valor on 
the battlefield. 

Such traits are not easily lost by a 
civilization. They persist through the 
generations. And the Hidatsa now have 
a new symbol of bravery, Nathan Good 
Iron. 

Nathan was recently honored by a 3- 
day powwow in his memory. Powwows, 
which have long and rich traditions, 
are always events of high pageantry 
and symbolism. Soldiers and veterans 
receive special recognition at these 
powerful exhibitions and so it is appro-
priate that Nathan was honored with 
this noteworthy memorial powwow. 

That powwow was an occasion for re-
membrance and joy for Nathan’s 25 
years of life, a proud memorial for his 
youthful sacrifice, and recognition of 
his patriotism, his championship of de-
mocracy, and his courageous willing-
ness to put himself in harm’s way when 
America called. 
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Please allow me, on behalf of the 

American people, to send my most re-
spectful and admiring salute. 

f 

RETIREMENT OF SANDRA COOK 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come this opportunity to pay tribute 
to Sandra Cook who retired last week 
from the Department of Education. For 
almost 20 years, Sandra has worked in 
the Office of Legislative and Congres-
sional Affairs at the Department, pro-
viding invaluable and dedicated serv-
ice. She will be missed by all who 
worked with her, both at the Depart-
ment and in Congress. 

Improving education for each and 
every child in this country is one of the 
most important priorities for our Na-
tion, and Sandra has been committed 
to that priority throughout her dedi-
cated service. Her commitment to edu-
cation began in the classroom in Indi-
ana as a teacher of history and lan-
guage arts. She came to Washington to 
work in Congress and then moved to 
the Department of Education. From 
there she has provided constant guid-
ance and support to us as we work to 
improve Federal education policy. She 
has been an indispensable part of the 
past two reauthorizations of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education 
Act—the Improving America’s Schools 
Act and the No Child Left Behind Act, 
as well as many other Federal edu-
cation bills. 

We all owe Sandra an immense debt 
of gratitude for her outstanding work. 
She knows the education laws inside 
and out, and she always goes the extra 
mile. She has always been able to work 
in a truly bipartisan way with Mem-
bers of both parties. She doesn’t just 
get the job done—she gets it done well, 
and with grace. We have been fortunate 
to have her. 

As Sandra retires to Illinois, I know 
her colleagues at the Department of 
Education will miss her. Her knowl-
edge and skills will be difficult to re-
place. Certainly, all of us in Congress 
and our staffs who have had the privi-
lege of working with her will miss her 
assistance and support. I wish her a 
long and happy and healthy retire-
ment. She has certainly earned it. 

f 

IN MEMORIAM: AUGUSTUS 
HAWKINS 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
honored to remember former Member 
of the House of Representatives Augus-
tus Hawkins, who passed away on No-
vember 10, 2007, at the age of 100. 

Augustus Freeman Hawkins was the 
first African American from California 
to be elected to Congress. He was a 
champion of workers, fair housing, and 
civil rights, and Hawkins represented 
south Los Angeles, first in the State 
legislature and then in Congress, for 
more than half a century. 

Augustus was born in Shreveport, 
LA, on Aug. 31, 1907, the youngest of 
five children of Nyanza and Hattie Hel-

ena Hawkins. His family arrived in Los 
Angeles soon after World War I when 
Hawkins was 11. He attended Jefferson 
High School and earned a degree from 
UCLA in 1931. 

He began his public service career in 
an era that was far less congenial to 
minority politicians, serving as a State 
assemblyman from 1935 until 1962, 
when he won election to the U.S. House 
of Representatives, as the civil rights 
movement was taking center stage. He 
served in the House from 1963 to 1991, 
and I was proud to serve with him. 

While soft-spoken, Hawkins was fiery 
in defense of his constituents. At the 
time of the 1965 Watts riots in his dis-
trict, he declared that police had been 
‘‘abusive and arrogant and have at-
tempted to control things by force, not 
by more modern methods of control.’’ 

When Hawkins retired at 83, he was 
widely praised for his unflagging legis-
lative efforts to help bring those who 
had been left out of the system into the 
mainstream. 

His legislative legacy includes a key 
role in shaping Federal statutes, most 
importantly as sponsor of the section 
of the landmark 1964 Civil Rights Act 
that created the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. Hawkins 
fought with President after President 
for minimum-wage increases and, with 
Senator Hubert Humphrey, wrote the 
Humphrey-Hawkins Act of 1978 that 
was designed to reduce unemployment 
and inflation. 

He is survived by two stepdaughters, 
Barbara A. Hammond and Brenda L. 
Stevenson; a stepson, Michael A. Tay-
lor; two grandchildren; and one great- 
grandchild. 

Our Nation lost an amazing public 
servant and mentor with the passing of 
Augustus Freeman Hawkins, but his 
legacy to the people of south Los Ange-
les, the State of California, and all of 
America should be remembered. 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

f 

RUSSIAN PARLIAMENTARY 
ELECTIONS 

∑ Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I com-
mend Russian citizens for turning out 
in large numbers to vote in yesterday’s 
parliamentary elections. For 16 years, 
Russia’s citizens have exercised their 
right to vote, which is so essential to 
democracy. 

Unfortunately, Russia’s leaders have 
been working to make that vote more 
and more meaningless by creating an 
imitation democracy instead of a real 
one. 

Well before the campaign even began, 
several Russian political parties and 
politicians were banned from partici-
pating in the election. During the cam-
paign, President Putin and his party, 
United Russia, enjoyed virtually un-
limited positive television air-time on 
Kremlin-controlled networks, while op-
position parties had their ads removed 
and their campaign materials con-

fiscated. The Russian authorities have 
prevented opposition parties from cam-
paigning fairly, imprisoning opposition 
leaders, intimidating activists, and 
preventing them from making their 
case to Russia’s voters. Russian voters 
have reported that they have been 
pressured to vote for the Kremlin’s 
party, United Russia, by employers and 
local officials. In Chechnya, 99.2 per-
cent of voters allegedly turned out to 
vote and 99.3 percent of these voters al-
legedly cast their ballot for United 
Russia. Several other regions have re-
ported similar results for Putin’s 
party, making a mockery of this vote 
as a free and fair election. Yesterday’s 
elections were the least free and fair in 
the 16 years of Russia’s modern history 
as an independent country. 

We have to work with the Russian 
leadership in the coming years to deal 
with vital foreign policy issues, includ-
ing securing nuclear materials and pre-
venting Iran from acquiring nuclear 
weapons. Nuclear weapons security is a 
high priority, and the United States 
and Russia need to work together to 
prevent proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons or materials. 

But in doing so, we do not have to 
turn a blind eye to the erosion of Rus-
sian democracy. We must be clear-eyed 
on Russia’s political direction, which 
in the long run is not favorable for 
Russia’s own political stability or eco-
nomic prosperity. By engaging Russia 
honestly, we will remain friends of the 
Russian people as they continue to try 
to build for themselves a better coun-
try and future.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING PATROL OFFICER JOHN 
PAUL MILLER 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask my 
colleagues to join me in honoring the 
memory of a dedicated public servant, 
Officer John Paul Miller of the Cali-
fornia Highway Patrol. On the evening 
of November 16, 2007, while searching 
for a reported reckless drunk driver, 
Officer Miller’s life was tragically cut 
short in the line of duty when his pa-
trol vehicle struck a tree on a rural 
road near Livermore. 

Officer Miller graduated from the 
California Highway Patrol Academy in 
March 2007 and joined the Dublin CHP 
office soon afterward. Officer Miller du-
tifully served the citizens and commu-
nities of Contra Costa County. Al-
though his time in the uniform was all 
too short, Officer Miller demonstrated 
a passion for law enforcement and com-
mitment to helping others, qualities 
that enabled him to become a re-
spected member of the California High-
way Patrol. Officer Miller’s colleagues 
shall always remember him for his gre-
garious nature and devotion to serving 
the public. 

Officer Miller is survived by his wife 
Stephanie and children, Chandler and 
Reese. When he was not on duty or 
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spending time with his beloved family, 
Officer Miller was an avid sportsman 
who enjoyed playing basketball, foot-
ball, and golf. Officer John Paul Miller 
served the State of California with 
honor and distinction and fulfilled his 
oath as an officer of the law. His con-
tributions to law enforcement and the 
many lives that he touched will serve 
as a shining example of his legacy. 

We shall always be grateful for Offi-
cer Miller’s service and the sacrifices 
he made while serving and protecting 
the people of California.∑ 

f 

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
ROSEVILLE FIRE DEPARTMENT 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to recognize the 100th anniver-
sary of the Roseville Fire Department 
in Roseville, CA. 

In November 1907, a group of down-
town merchants in the railroad com-
munity of Roseville came together and 
formed the Citizens Volunteer Fire De-
partment after devastating fires de-
stroyed and threatened many of their 
businesses. The department opened 
under the leadership of fire chief W.B. 
Musson, who was joined by assistant 
fire chief W.T. Butler and 16 volunteer 
firefighters to protect the town of ap-
proximately 6,000 residents. 

When the city of Roseville was incor-
porated in 1909, the department was of-
ficially named the ‘‘Roseville Fire De-
partment’’ and for over 50 years 
worked out of two fire stations and 
added a third in 1961. In 1947, after 40 
years as a volunteer fire department, 
the Roseville Fire Department hired a 
full-time firefighting team to protect 
the rapidly growing city. 

Today, the Roseville Fire Depart-
ment has 130 employees serving over 
100,000 residents with 8 fire stations, a 
3-acre training facility, a technical res-
cue team, a hazardous materials team 
and emergency medical technicians at 
every fire station. 

As the firefighters and community 
celebrate the Roseville Fire Depart-
ment’s centennial anniversary, I would 
like to congratulate and thank all of 
the brave men and women of the Rose-
ville Fire Department who have proud-
ly served their community over the 
past 100 years.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING KENNETH THOMAS 
NOVEL 

∑ Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my sympathy over the loss of 
Kenneth Thomas Novel. Kenneth 
passed away after a battle with liver 
cancer on November 14 at his home in 
Gaithersburg, MD. He was 60 years of 
age. 

Kenneth was born in New York City, 
NY, on January 30, 1947. He was a Viet-
nam veteran who served with the 
‘‘Screaming Eagles’’ of the U.S. Army’s 
101st Airborne Division in Vietnam in 
1968. On November 20, Kenneth Novel 
was buried with full military honors at 
the Columbarium in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery. 

Kenneth was an owner of O Salon in 
Georgetown along with his brother, 
Robert. His career spanned more than 
38 years between Washington, DC and 
Aspen, CO. 

Kenneth Novel was a devoted family 
man. He is survived by his loving wife 
Theresa; three children, Lisa Hackett, 
Simone and Anthony; two grand-
children, Jake and Luke; and two 
brothers, Gene and Robert Novel. 

Lilibet and I, and all of Kenneth’s 
friends, offer our prayers to Theresa 
and the Novel family. Kenneth was an 
American patriot who believed in his 
country and fought for his country. 
America owes him our thanks for his 
contributions and sacrifice. He will be 
missed by many of us.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. HIRAM WARD 

∑ Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, this 
Friday, on December 7 in Murfreesboro, 
AR, the citizens of Pike County will 
gather together to honor Dr. Hiram 
Ward as the ‘‘2007 Country Doctor of 
the Year.’’ He is receiving the award 
for coming out of retirement and sav-
ing the Pike County Memorial Hospital 
from closure. The award is sponsored 
by Staff Care, a medical staffing firm 
in Irving, TX, and is presented annu-
ally ‘‘to physicians who best exemplify 
the spirit, skill, and dedication of 
America’s medical practitioners.’’ 

Since 1953, Dr. Ward has served the 
citizens of Murfreesboro and Pike 
County as a devoted physician and 
caregiver. Nearly 9 years ago, Dr. 
Ward, who just recently turned 82, 
went into ‘‘semi-retirement,’’ only see-
ing patients occasionally. 

However, when Pike County Memo-
rial Hospital faced closure due to the 
loss of its staff physicians, Dr. Ward 
came out of retirement and resumed 
work full time to keep the hospital 
open. For the last 11 months, Dr. Ward 
has served as the chief of staff for Pike 
County Memorial and has been on call 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. His work 
has kept the hospital, which is the sec-
ond largest employer in town employ-
ing 55 people, from permanent closure. 

For the people of southwest Arkan-
sas, Dr. Ward has been a constant both 
at birth and death. He has delivered ba-
bies for most of the families in the area 
and also sat at the bedsides of many 
people’s parents and grandparents at 
the hour of their passing. His handi-
work as a physician is visible on the 
countless individuals that he ‘‘stitched 
up’’ over the course of his career. He 
has set limbs, removed gall stones, and 
simply improved the condition of his 
patients by just talking to them. He 
has also saved many lives in Pike 
County. 

He has been the family doctor for my 
State director, Donna Kay Yeargan, 
nearly all of her life. She told me that 
Dr. Ward saved the life of her father, 
Jetty Steel, many times over begin-
ning in 1963 when Mr. Steel suffered in-
juries from a serious car accident. Dr. 
Ward treated him in the emergency 

room before he was transported to an-
other area hospital in Texarkana, AR. 
Years later, he discovered a heart prob-
lem in Mr. Steel and insisted that he 
receive a new heart valve. 

In the years after Donna Kay’s moth-
er died, Dr. Ward would travel 20 miles 
down an old country road to Nashville, 
AR, every Saturday night to visit with 
Jetty and give him a quick medical 
check. But it was at the end of Mr. 
Steel’s life that Dr. Ward showed how 
much he cared about his patients. Dur-
ing the 3 weeks Mr. Steel was in the 
hospital before his death in March 2006, 
Dr. Ward came to the hospital at least 
twice a day to just sit and visit with 
him. 

He is a quiet and thoughtful man of 
few words, but he maintains a com-
monsense approach to health and medi-
cine that has made him among the 
most trusted men in the region. His pa-
tients are not just patients, they are 
his neighbors, his friends, his extended 
family. It is obvious that he does more 
than attend to their medical needs; he 
cares for them and loves them like 
family. 

Dr. Ward’s life is medicine and keep-
ing people healthy and active. He has 
always understood the value of treat-
ing the whole person. He gives each pa-
tient his undivided attention no matter 
how busy he is. There is a big dif-
ference between ‘‘medical attention’’ 
and ‘‘medical care.’’ Perhaps the key to 
Dr. Ward’s long and valuable service is 
that he understands that difference and 
that he really does care. 

Most people would say that Dr. Ward 
has gone above and beyond the call of 
duty, but his friends doubt that he be-
lieves that. 

Already this year, he has been fea-
tured in the July 2007 edition of ‘‘Read-
er’s Digest’’ in the Grassroots column 
for his dedication to the people of Pike 
County and for coming out of retire-
ment to keep the hospital open. 

So, Mr. President, I congratulate Dr. 
Ward. The State of Arkansas is very 
proud of his achievements and happy 
that Dr. Ward is receiving this well-de-
served recognition. Although Dr. Ward 
will take this in stride and quietly ac-
cept the accolades, his true reward 
comes from the work he has done and 
continues to do for his community.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
a withdrawal, and a treaty which were 
referred to the appropriate commit-
tees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

DURING RECESS 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of January 4, 2007, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on November 20, 
2007, during the recess of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
Speaker has signed the following en-
rolled bills: 

H.R. 50. An act to reauthorize the African 
Elephant Conservation Act and the Rhinoc-
eros and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994. 

H.R. 465. An act to reauthorize the Asian 
Elephant Conservation Act of 1997. 

H.R. 2089. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 701 Loyola Avenue in New Orleans, Lou-
isiana, as the ‘‘Louisiana Armed Services 
Veterans Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2276. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 203 North Main Street in Vassar, Michi-
gan, as the ‘‘Corporal Christopher E. 
Esckelson Post Office Building’’ . 

H.R. 3297. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 950 West Trenton Avenue in Morrisville, 
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Nate DeTample Post 
Office Building’’ . 

H.R. 3307. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 570 Broadway in Bayonne, New Jersey, as 
the ‘‘Dennis P. Collins Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3308. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 216 East Main Street in Atwood, Indiana, 
as the ‘‘Lance Corporal David K. Fribley 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3325. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 235 Mountain Road in Suffield, Con-
necticut, as the ‘‘Corporal Stephen R. Bixler 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3382. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 200 North William Street in Goldsboro, 
North Carolina, as the ‘‘Philip A. Baddour, 
Sr. Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3446. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 202 East Michigan Avenue in Marshall, 
Michigan, as the ‘‘Michael W. Schragg Post 
Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3518. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1430 South Highway 29 in Cantonment, 
Florida, as the ‘‘Charles H. Hendrix Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

H.R. 3530. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 1400 Highway 41 North in Inverness, Flor-
ida, as the ‘‘Chief Warrant Officer Aaron 
Weaver Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3572. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 4320 Blue Parkway in Kansas City, Mis-
souri, as the ‘‘Wallace S. Hartsfield Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of January 4, 2007, the enrolled 
bills were signed on November 20, 2007, 
during the recess of the Senate, by the 
President pro tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 2:03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 

following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3773. An act to amend the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to estab-
lish a procedure for authorizing certain ac-
quisitions of foreign intelligence, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 3915. An act to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to reform consumer mortgage 
practices and provide accountability for such 
practices, to establish licensing and registra-
tion requirements for residential mortgage 
originators, to provide certain minimum 
standards for consumer mortgage loans, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 4136. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to clarity the scope of 
the child pornography laws and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House of Representatives having pro-
ceeded to reconsider the bill (H.R. 3043) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, 
returned by the President of the United 
States with his objections, to the 
House of Representatives, in which it 
originated, it was resolved, that the 
said bill do not pass, two-thirds of the 
House of Representatives not agreeing 
to pass the same. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3915. An act to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to reform consumer mortgage 
practices and provide accountability for such 
practices, to establish licensing and registra-
tion requirements for residential mortgage 
originators, to provide certain minimum 
standards for consumer mortgage loans, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 4136. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to clarify the scope of 
the child pornography laws, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3703. An act to amend section 
5112(p)(1)(A) of title 31, United States Code, 
to allow an exception from the $1 coin dis-
pensing capability requirement for certain 
vending machines. 

H.R. 3997. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide earnings as-
sistance and tax relief to members of the 
uniformed services, volunteer firefighters, 
and Peace Corps volunteers, and for other 
purposes. 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3773. An act to amend the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to estab-
lish a procedure for authorizing certain ac-
quisitions of foreign intelligence, and for 
other purposes. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES DURING 
RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of November 16, 2007, the 
following reports of committees were 
submitted on November 27, 2007: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with amendments: 

S. 1661. A bill to communicate United 
States travel policies and improve mar-
keting and other activities designed to in-
crease travel in the United States from 
abroad (Rept. No. 110–233). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEES RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of November 16, 2007, the 
following executive reports of commit-
tees were submitted on November 27, 
2007: 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

Joseph N. Laplante, of New Hampshire, to 
be United States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of New Hampshire. 

Thomas D. Schroeder, of North Carolina, 
to be United States District Judge for the 
Middle District of North Carolina. 

By Mr. BIDEN, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

Treaty Doc. 109–12: Patent Law Treaty and 
Regulations Under Patent Law Treaty with 
one reservation (Ex. Rept. 110–6); 

Treaty Doc. 109–21: Geneva Act of the 
Hague Agreement Concerning the Inter-
national Registration of Industrial Designs 
with nine declarations (Ex. Rept. 110–7); and 

Treaty Doc. 110–2: Singapore Treaty on the 
Law of Trademarks with one condition (Ex. 
Rept. 110–8) 

The text of the committee-rec-
ommended resolutions of advice and 
consent to ratification are as follows: 

109–12: Patent Law Treaty and Regulations 
Under Patent Law Treaty. 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), 

Section 1. Senate Advice and Consent Sub-
ject to Reservation 

The Senate advises and consents to the 
ratification of the Patent Law Treaty and 
Regulations under the Patent Law Treaty, 
done at Geneva on June 1, 2000 (Treaty Doc. 
109–12), subject to the reservation of section 
2. 

Section 2. Reservation 
The advice and consent of the Senate 

under section 1 is subject to the following 
reservation, which shall be included in the 
United States instrument of ratification: 

Pursuant to Article 23, the United States 
of America declares that Article 6(1) shall 
not apply to any requirement relating to 
unity of invention applicable under the Pat-
ent Cooperation Treaty to an international 
application. 

109–21: Geneva Act of the Hague Agreement 
Concerning the International Registration of 
Industrial Designs. 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), 

Section 1. Senate Advice and Consent Sub-
ject to Declarations 

The Senate advises and consents to the 
ratification of the Geneva Act of the Hague 
Agreement Concerning the International 
Registration of Industrial Designs (the 
‘‘Agreement’’), adopted in Geneva on July 2, 
1999, and signed by the United States of 
America on July 6, 1999 (Treaty Doc. 109–21), 
subject to the declarations of section 2. 
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Section 2. Declarations 
The advice and consent of the Senate 

under section 1 is subject to the following 
declarations, which shall be included in the 
United States instrument of ratification: 

(1) Pursuant to Article 5(2)(a) and Rule 
11(3) of the Agreement, the United States of 
America declares that its Office is an Exam-
ining Office under the Agreement whose law 
requires that an application for the grant of 
protection to an industrial design contain: 
(i) indications concerning the identity of the 
creator of the industrial design that is the 
subject of the application; (ii) a brief descrip-
tion of the reproduction or of the char-
acteristic features of the industrial design 
that is the subject of the application; and 
(iii) a claim. The specific wording of the 
claim shall be in formal terms to the orna-
mental design for the article (specifying 
name of article) as shown, or as shown and 
described. 

(2) Pursuant to Article 7(2) and Rule 12(3) 
of the Agreement, the United States of 
America declares that, as an Examining Of-
fice under the Agreement, the prescribed 
designation fee referred to in Article 7(1) of 
the Agreement shall be replaced by an indi-
vidual designation fee, that is payable in a 
first part at filing and a second part payable 
upon allowance of the application. The cur-
rent amount of the designation fee is 
US$1,230, payable in a first part of US$430 at 
filing and a second part of US$800 upon al-
lowance of the application. However, for 
those entities that qualify for ‘‘small entity’’ 
status within the meaning of section 41(h) of 
title 35 of the United States Code and section 
3 of the Small Business Act, the amount of 
the individual designation fee is US$615, pay-
able in a first part of US$215 and a second 
part of US$400. In addition, these amounts 
are subject to future changes upon which no-
tification to the Director General will be 
made in future declarations as authorized in 
Article 7(2) of the Agreement. 

(3) Pursuant to Article 11(1)(b) of the 
Agreement, the United States of America de-
clares that the law of the United States of 
America does not provide for the deferment 
of the publication of an industrial design. 

(4) Pursuant to Article 13(1) of the Agree-
ment, the United States of America declares 
that its laws require that only one inde-
pendent and distinct design may be claimed 
in a single application. 

(5) Pursuant to Article 16(2) of the Agree-
ment, the United States of America declares 
that a recording by the International Bureau 
under Article 16(1)(i) of the Agreement shall 
not have effect in the United States of Amer-
ica until the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office has received the state-
ments or documents recorded thereby. 

(6) Pursuant to Article 17(3)(c) of the 
Agreement, the United States of America de-
clares that the maximum duration of protec-
tion for designs provided for by its law is 15 
years from grant. 

(7) Pursuant to Rule 8(1) of the Agreement, 
the United States of America declares that 
the law of the United States of America re-
quires that an application for protection of 
an industrial design be filed in the name of 
the creator of the industrial design. The spe-
cific form and mandatory contents of a 
statement required for the purposes of Rule 
8(2) of the Agreement are contained in sec-
tion 1.63 of title 37 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations of the United States. 

(8) Pursuant to Rule 13(4) of the Agree-
ment, the United States of America declares 
that the period of one month referred to in 
Rule 13(3) of the Agreement shall be replaced 
by a period of six months as to the United 
States of America in light of the security 
clearance required by United States law. 

(9) Pursuant to Rule 18(1)(b), the United 
States of America declares that the period of 

six months referred to in Rule 18(1)(a) of the 
Agreement shall be replaced by a period of 
twelve months with respect to the United 
States of America, as the Office of the 
United States of America is an Examining 
Office under the Agreement. 

110–2: Singapore Treaty on the Law of 
Trademarks. 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), 

Section 1. Senate Advice and Consent Sub-
ject to a Condition 

The Senate advises and consents to the 
ratification of the Singapore Treaty on the 
Law of Trademarks adopted in Singapore on 
March 27, 2006 and signed by the United 
States at Singapore on March 28, 2006 (Trea-
ty Doc. 110–2), subject to the condition of 
section 2. 

Section 2. Condition 
The advice and consent of the Senate 

under section 1 is subject to the following 
condition: 

Report on Amendments to the Regula-
tions. Not later than 60 days after the As-
sembly has agreed to an amendment to the 
Regulations pursuant to Article 22 and Arti-
cle 23 of the Treaty, the Secretary of State 
shall transmit the text of the amendment to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mrs. 
CLINTON, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. WEBB): 

S. 2400. A bill to amend title 37, United 
States Code, to require the Secretary of De-
fense to continue to pay to a member of the 
Armed Forces who is retired or separated 
from the Armed Forces due to a combat-re-
lated injury certain bonuses that the mem-
ber was entitled to before the retirement or 
separation and would continue to be entitled 
to if the member was not retired or sepa-
rated, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. SALAZAR, 
and Mr. BROWNBACK): 

S. 2401. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a refund of motor 
fuel excise taxes for the actual off-highway 
use of certain mobile machinery vehicles; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2402. A bill to provide for the substi-

tution of the United States in certain civil 
actions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
WEBB): 

S. 2403. A bill to designate the new Federal 
Courthouse, located in the 700 block of East 
Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia, as the 
‘‘Spottswood W. Robinson III and Robert R. 
Merhige, Jr. Federal Courthouse’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 2404. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to improve payments 
under the Medicare clinical laboratory fee 
schedule; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. Con. Res. 57. A concurrent resolution 

honoring professional surveyors and recog-
nizing their contributions to society; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 22 

At the request of Mr. WEBB, the 
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) and the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 22, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to estab-
lish a program of educational assist-
ance for members of the Armed Forces 
who serve in the Armed Forces after 
September 11, 2001, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 310 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 310, a bill to express the 
policy of the United States regarding 
the United States relationship with 
Native Hawaiians and to provide a 
process for the recognition by the 
United States of the Native Hawaiian 
governing entity. 

S. 329 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 329, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide cov-
erage for cardiac rehabilitation and 
pulmonary rehabilitation services. 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 329, supra. 

S. 399 
At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 399, a bill to amend title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to include 
podiatrists as physicians for purposes 
of covering physicians services under 
the Medicaid program. 

S. 442 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 442, a bill to provide for 
loan repayment for prosecutors and 
public defenders. 

S. 450 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 450, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to repeal the 
medicare outpatient rehabilitation 
therapy caps. 

S. 548 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 548, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
that a deduction equal to fair market 
value shall be allowed for charitable 
contributions of literary, musical, ar-
tistic, or scholarly compositions cre-
ated by the donor. 
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S. 588 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. TESTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 588, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to in-
crease the Medicare caps on graduate 
medical education positions for States 
with a shortage of residents. 

S. 594 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 594, a bill to limit the use, 
sale, and transfer of cluster munitions. 

S. 721 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 

of the Senator from Arkansas (Mrs. 
LINCOLN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
721, a bill to allow travel between the 
United States and Cuba. 

S. 803 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 803, a bill to repeal a 
provision enacted to end Federal 
matching of State spending of child 
support incentive payments. 

S. 1015 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1015, a bill to reauthor-
ize the National Writing Project. 

S. 1070 
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1070, a bill to amend the So-
cial Security Act to enhance the social 
security of the Nation by ensuring ade-
quate public-private infrastructure and 
to resolve to prevent, detect, treat, in-
tervene in, and prosecute elder abuse, 
neglect, and exploitation, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1107 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1107, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to reduce cost-sharing under part D of 
such title for certain non-institutional-
ized full-benefit dual eligible individ-
uals. 

S. 1159 
At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1159, a bill to amend part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act 
to provide full Federal funding of such 
part. 

S. 1170 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1170, a bill to designate as wil-
derness certain Federal portions of the 
red rock canyons of the Colorado Pla-
teau and the Basin and Range Deserts 
in the State of Utah for the benefit of 
present and future generations of peo-
ple in the United States. 

S. 1239 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1239, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the new 
markets tax credit through 2013, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1390 

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1390, a bill to provide for the 
issuance of a ‘‘forever stamp’’ to honor 
the sacrifices of the brave men and 
women of the armed forces who have 
been awarded the Purple Heart. 

S. 1395 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1395, a bill to prevent unfair prac-
tices in credit card accounts, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1556 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1556, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the exclu-
sion from gross income for employer- 
provided health coverage to designated 
plan beneficiaries of employees, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1581 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the names of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS), the Senator 
from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) and 
the Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1581, a 
bill to establish an interagency com-
mittee to develop an ocean acidifica-
tion research and monitoring plan and 
to establish an ocean acidification pro-
gram within the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

S. 1616 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1616, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to promote and assure the quality of 
biodiesel fuel, and for other purposes. 

S. 1661 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
OBAMA) and the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1661, a bill to communicate United 
States travel policies and improve 
marketing and other activities de-
signed to increase travel in the United 
States from abroad. 

S. 1708 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. OBAMA) and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1708, a bill to provide for 
the expansion of Federal efforts con-
cerning the prevention, education, 
treatment, and research activities re-
lated to Lyme and other tick-borne dis-

eases, including the establishment of a 
Tick-Borne Diseases Advisory Com-
mittee. 

S. 1750 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1750, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to preserve access 
to community cancer care by Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

S. 1812 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1812, a bill to amend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to strengthen mentoring pro-
grams, and for other purposes. 

S. 1823 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Arkansas (Mrs. 
LINCOLN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1823, a bill to set the United States on 
track to ensure children are ready to 
learn when they begin kindergarten. 

S. 1858 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
COLEMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1858, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish grant 
programs to provide for education and 
outreach on newborn screening and co-
ordinated followup care once newborn 
screening has been conducted, to reau-
thorize programs under part A of title 
XI of such Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1914 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1914, a bill to require a com-
prehensive nuclear posture review, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1920 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 

of the Senator from Arkansas (Mrs. 
LINCOLN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1920, a bill to award competitive grants 
to eligible partnerships to enable the 
partnerships to implement innovative 
strategies at the secondary school level 
to improve student achievement and 
prepare at-risk students for postsec-
ondary education and the workforce. 

S. 1951 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. OBAMA) and the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1951, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to en-
sure that individuals eligible for med-
ical assistance under the Medicaid pro-
gram continue to have access to pre-
scription drugs, and for other purposes. 

S. 1954 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. ISAKSON) and the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. OBAMA) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1954, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove access to pharmacies under part 
D. 
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S. 1965 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1965, a bill to protect children 
from cybercrimes, including crimes by 
online predators, to enhance efforts to 
identify and eliminate child pornog-
raphy, and to help parents shield their 
children from material that is inappro-
priate for minors. 

S. 2042 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2042, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to con-
duct activities to rapidly advance 
treatments for spinal muscular atro-
phy, neuromuscular disease, and other 
pediatric diseases, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2051 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2051, a bill to amend the 
small rural school achievement pro-
gram and the rural and low-income 
school program under part B of title VI 
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

S. 2056 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2056, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to re-
store financial stability to Medicare 
anesthesiology teaching programs for 
resident physicians. 

S. 2058 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2058, a bill to amend the Com-
modity Exchange Act to close the 
Enron loophole, prevent price manipu-
lation and excessive speculation in the 
trading of energy commodities, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2067 

At the request of Mr. MARTINEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2067, a bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act relating to rec-
reational vessels. 

S. 2071 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
COBURN), the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. PRYOR) and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mrs. DOLE) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2071, a bill to en-
hance the ability to combat meth-
amphetamine. 

S. 2088 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 2088, a bill to place reasonable 
limitations on the use of National Se-
curity Letters, and for other purposes. 

S. 2119 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. CARPER) and the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 2119, a 
bill to require the Secretary of the 
Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of veterans who became disabled 
for life while serving in the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

S. 2141 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2141, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to reauthorize and extend 
the Fetal Alcohol Syndrome preven-
tion and services program, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2147 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2147, a bill to require accountability for 
contractors and contract personnel 
under Federal contracts, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2160 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2160, a bill to amend title 
38, United States Code, to establish a 
pain care initiative in health care fa-
cilities of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, and for other purposes. 

S. 2162 
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2162, a bill to improve the treatment 
and services provided by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs to veterans 
with post-traumatic stress disorder and 
substance use disorders, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2166 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2166, a bill to provide 
for greater responsibility in lending 
and expanded cancellation of debts 
owed to the United States and the 
international financial institutions by 
low-income countries, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2181 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2181, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
protect Medicare beneficiaries’ access 
to home health services under the 
Medicare program. 

S. 2209 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 

(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2209, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide in-
centives to improve America’s research 
competitiveness, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2238 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2238, a bill to amend the Na-
tional Dam Safety Program Act to es-
tablish a program to provide grant as-
sistance to States for the rehabilita-
tion and repair of deficient dams. 

S. 2270 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2270, a bill to include health 
centers in the list of entities eligible 
for mortgage insurance under the Na-
tional Housing Act. 

S. 2307 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2307, a bill to amend the 
Global Change Research Act of 1990, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2320 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2320, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide contin-
ued entitlement to coverage for im-
munosuppressive drugs furnished to 
beneficiaries under the Medicare Pro-
gram that have received a kidney 
transplant and whose entitlement to 
coverage would otherwise expire, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2332 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. BOXER), the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG) and the 
Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2332, a bill to 
promote transparency in the adoption 
of new media ownership rules by the 
Federal Communications Commission, 
and to establish an independent panel 
to make recommendations on how to 
increase the representation of women 
and minorities in broadcast media own-
ership. 

S. 2341 

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2341, a bill to provide Individual Devel-
opment Accounts to support foster 
youths who are transitioning from the 
foster care system. 

S. 2347 

At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. CARPER), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) 
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were added as cosponsors of S. 2347, a 
bill to restore and protect access to 
discount drug prices for university- 
based and safety-net clinics. 

S. 2348 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2348, a bill to ensure con-
trol over the United States border and 
to strengthen enforcement of the im-
migration laws. 

S. 2351 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2351, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax cred-
it for medical research related to de-
veloping qualified infectious disease 
products. 

S. 2355 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2355, a bill to amend 
the National Climate Program Act to 
enhance the ability of the United 
States to develop and implement cli-
mate change adaptation programs and 
policies, and for other purposes. 

S. 2369 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2369, a bill to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide that 
certain tax planning inventions are not 
patentable, and for other purposes. 

S. 2378 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2378, a bill to authorize the vol-
untary purchase of certain properties 
in Treece, Kansas, endangered by the 
Cherokee County National Priorities 
List Site, and for other purposes. 

S.J. RES. 22 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S.J. Res. 22, a joint resolution pro-
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by 
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services within the Department of 
Health and Human Services relating to 
Medicare coverage for the use of 
erythropoiesis stimulating agents in 
cancer and related neoplastic condi-
tions. 

S. RES. 178 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 178, a resolution express-
ing the sympathy of the Senate to the 
families of women and girls murdered 
in Guatemala, and encouraging the 
United States to work with Guatemala 
to bring an end to these crimes. 

S. RES. 273 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from New York 

(Mrs. CLINTON) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 273, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate that the 
United States Postal Service should 
issue a semipostal stamp to support 
medical research relating to Alz-
heimer’s disease. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3769 
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3769 intended to 
be proposed to H.R. 2419, a bill to pro-
vide for the continuation of agricul-
tural programs through fiscal year 
2012, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3770 
At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3770 intended to 
be proposed to H.R. 2419, a bill to pro-
vide for the continuation of agricul-
tural programs through fiscal year 
2012, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
DORGAN, and Mr. WEBB): 

S. 2400. A bill to amend title 37, 
United States Code, to require the Sec-
retary of Defense to continue to pay to 
a member of the Armed Forces who is 
retired or separated from the Armed 
Forces due to a combat-related injury 
certain bonuses that the member was 
entitled to before the retirement or 
separation and would continue to be 
entitled to if the member was not re-
tired or separated, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to offer a bipartisan bill 
to fix a serious loophole in the law that 
has prevented some of our wounded 
warriors from Iraq and Afghanistan 
from receiving their full enlistment bo-
nuses when they are discharged as the 
result of wounds they receive in com-
bat. The Wounded Warrior Bonus Eq-
uity Act reflects the hard work of sev-
eral Members of Congress, who put par-
tisanship aside to address this serious 
matter. The men and women of our 
magnificent armed forces serve with 
incredible courage and bravery. In re-
turn, the U.S. makes a commitment to 
them, and the Government must fulfill 
its end of the bargain. 

By Mr. SPECTER: 
S. 2402. A bill to provide for the sub-

stitution of the United States in cer-
tain civil actions; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition to introduce The Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Substitution 
Act of 2007, to substitute the Federal 
Government for the telephone compa-
nies in litigation challenging the so- 
called Terrorist Surveillance Program. 

This is a very complex issue, and I have 
been discussing it at length with my 
colleagues on the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It does raise some very impor-
tant questions, and I begin my analysis 
by acknowledging the good citizenship 
of the telephone companies for what-
ever it is that they have done. We still 
don’t know all of what that is. But I do 
not believe that it is appropriate to 
grant what is called ‘‘retroactive im-
munity’’ because of what has occurred 
here. 

The legislation substitutes the U.S. 
in place of any electronic communica-
tion service company which provided 
communications in connection with an 
intelligence activity that was author-
ized by the President between Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and January 17, 2007, 
and designed to detect or prevent a ter-
rorist attack against the U.S. 

In order for substitution to apply, 
the electronic communications service 
provider must have received a written 
request from the Attorney General or 
the head of an element of the intel-
ligence community indicating that the 
activity was authorized by the Presi-
dent and determined to be lawful. If 
the provider assisted the Government 
beyond what was requested in writing, 
this legislation will leave the provider 
on the hook for any surplus assistance. 
On the other hand, the Government 
will be substituted if the Attorney 
General certifies that the electronic 
communications service provider did 
only what the Government asked. Once 
substitution occurs, Federal and State 
courts are directed to dismiss the pro-
viders from the action. 

This legislation provides that plain-
tiffs in these cases may continue to 
send third-party discovery requests 
such as Rule 45 subpoenas to the elec-
tronic communications service pro-
viders after they have been dismissed. 
Moreover, the bill provides that plain-
tiffs may also deem provider admis-
sions as Government admissions in 
their case against the Government. My 
legislation provides that the Govern-
ment will not have sovereign immunity 
in the 40 or so cases currently pending 
in the California Multi-District Litiga-
tion. 

This bill provides authority for the 
U.S. to remove actions from State 
court to Federal court. Notably, the 
legislation is intended to ensure that 
the Government can only assert those 
defenses the electronic communica-
tions companies may assert under cur-
rent law. On the other hand, nothing in 
the bill is designed to increase or di-
minish the ability of the Government 
to assert the States Secret privilege. 
The legislation is carefully crafted so 
as not to disturb plaintiffs’ standing to 
bring their claims against the Govern-
ment. 

Now, recognizing the telephone com-
panies are good citizens, I am prepared 
to see their involvement held to the 
minimum. We hear concerns about 
them being involved in litigation. Well, 
I don’t know if there’s much litigation 
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for them to be involved in once the 
Federal Government is substituted. 
Some express dismay over the contin-
ued burden of discovery. I am not con-
vinced there will be much further dis-
covery here. Some have expressed a 
reticence to having their service tech-
nicians, in-house counsel, and other 
employees called as witnesses. Yet, I 
don’t know that they are necessarily 
going to be witnesses. We can’t judge 
that now. 

I believe there are very important— 
perhaps even constitutional—privacy 
issues here that ought to be subjected 
to judicial review. We know that im-
portant litigation in the Federal court 
in San Francisco, Judge Walker has de-
clined to dismiss a challenge to the 
Terrorist Surveillance Program on 
State secrets grounds. 

I don’t think Congress can stand by, 
and in the face of what has happened, 
give carte blanche, a free ticket, grant 
retroactive immunity to suggest to fu-
ture administrations that they can ig-
nore separation of powers and they can 
ignore Congressional oversight and just 
run roughshod over the entire process 
without being held accountable. The 
better practice is to allow judicial pro-
ceedings to take their course and let 
the courts make their own determina-
tions. 

I strongly encourage all of my col-
leagues, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, to carefully consider this bill as 
we begin to debate the related FISA 
Amendments Act of 2007. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and 
Mr. WEBB): 

S. 2403. A bill to designate the new 
Federal Courthouse, located in the 700 
block of East Broad Street, Richmond, 
Virginia, as the ‘‘Spottswood W. Robin-
son III and Robert R. Merhige, Jr. Fed-
eral Courthouse’’; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer a bill to name the new 
Richmond courthouse for two distin-
guished Virginia jurists, Judge 
Spottswood W. Robinson III and Judge 
Robert Merhige, Jr. 

Since the selection of the College of 
William and Mary as the site for the 
Nation’s first law school, Virginia’s 
contribution to the field of law is argu-
ably without equal. Virginia practi-
tioners such as George Wythe, Thomas 
Jefferson, John Marshall, James Mon-
roe and Henry Clay have all profoundly 
shaped and molded our country’s legal 
traditions. 

Continuing in that rich tradition, 
Judge Spottswood W. Robinson, III, 
and Judge Robert Merhige, Jr. were 
lawyers who throughout their careers 
adhered to the principles of ‘‘equal jus-
tice under law.’’ 

Spottswood William Robinson, III 
was born in Richmond, Virginia on 
July 26, 1916. He attended Virginia 
Union University and then Howard 
University School of Law, graduating 
first in his class in 1939 and serving as 
member of the faculty until 1947. 

Judge Robinson was one of the core 
attorneys of the NAACP Legal Defense 
and Educational Fund from 1948 to 1960, 
achieving national prominence in the 
legal community with his representa-
tion of the Virginia plaintiffs in the 
1954 landmark U.S. Supreme Court case 
Brown v. Board of Education that de-
clared ‘‘separate but equal’’ schools un-
constitutional. 

In 1964, Judge Robinson became the 
first African-American to be appointed 
to the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. In 1966, Presi-
dent Johnson appointed Judge Robin-
son the first African-American to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. On May 7, 
1981, Judge Robinson became the first 
African-American to serve as Chief 
Judge of the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit. 

Judge Merhige was born in New York 
in 1919 and attended High Point College 
in North Carolina. Later, he earned his 
law degree from T.C. Williams School 
of Law at the University of Richmond, 
from which he graduated at the top of 
his class in 1942. 

From 1942 to 1945, Judge Merhige 
served in the United States Air Force 
and then practiced law in Richmond 
from 1945 until 1967. While practicing in 
Richmond, Judge Merhige established 
himself as a formidable trial lawyer 
representing a wide variety of clients. 
In August of 1967, Judge Merhige was 
appointed U.S. District Court Judge for 
the Eastern District of Virginia, Rich-
mond Division by President Lyndon B. 
Johnson, where he served for over 30 
years. 

While on the Federal bench, Judge 
Merhige presided over some of the 
most important and complicated liti-
gation in U.S. history. In 1970, he or-
dered the University of Virginia to 
admit women, and 2 years later he or-
dered the desegregation of dozens of 
Virginia school districts. As evidence 
of Judge Merhige’s groundbreaking de-
cisions, he was given 24-hour protec-
tion by Federal marshals, due to re-
peated threats of violence against him 
and his family. His courage in the face 
of the significant opposition of the 
times is a testimony to his dedication 
to the rule of law. 

I have been down to Richmond to see 
the new courthouse, and I can tell you 
it is a magnificent structure, and as 
such, I carefully took this responsi-
bility in naming the U.S. Federal 
courthouse in Richmond. No name is 
more fitting for this important struc-
ture than naming it after two legal gi-
ants—both jurists—the Robinson- 
Merhige Federal Courthouse. 

I thank the Senate for the consider-
ation of this bill and look forward to 
working with my colleagues seeking its 
passage. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I am hon-
ored to speak on behalf of a bill I have 
cosponsored with my distinguished col-
league, the senior senator from Vir-
ginia. 

It is altogether appropriate that the 
new Federal courthouse in Richmond, 

our Commonwealth’s capital and a city 
that played a pivotal role in our Na-
tion’s civil rights debate, be named in 
honor of two of Virginia’s most distin-
guished citizens, Judge Spottswood 
Robinson, III, and Judge Robert 
Merhige, Jr. Both of these men are con-
sidered consummate Federal jurists, 
and both will be remembered as fierce 
defenders of the Constitution and the 
rule of law. 

Judge Robinson was born in Rich-
mond on July 26, 1916 and passed away 
at his home in Virginia on October 11, 
1998. Judge Robinson attended Virginia 
Union University and achieved a num-
ber of ‘‘firsts.’’ He graduated first in 
his class from Howard University’s 
School of Law. He was the first Afri-
can-American to be appointed to the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia. Also, he was the first Afri-
can-American to be appointed to the 
Circuit Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the first African- 
American to serve as chief justice of 
that court. Judge Robinson served on 
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
and as dean of Howard University Law 
School. Of his long and distinguished 
career, one of his most notable accom-
plishments was serving as counsel for 
the NAACP Legal Defense and Edu-
cational Fund, and acting as one of the 
principal attorneys in Brown v. The 
Board of Education, arguably the most 
important civil rights case of the twen-
tieth century. 

Professor Jack Greenberg of Colum-
bia University Law School, an author-
ity on civil rights law stated, ‘‘[Judge 
Robinson] was an exceptionally capable 
lawyer. He was good with judges and 
juries. He knew the law. He knew some 
of the esoteric, technical, sort of ob-
scure parts of legal history.’’ Consid-
ering Judge Robinson’s arguments be-
fore the Supreme Court, Professor 
Greenberg said, ‘‘He was very calm and 
just absolutely brimming with facts 
and information and legal doctrine.’’ 

Judge Merhige was born February 5, 
1919, in New York, and after 31 years on 
the bench, passed away in Richmond on 
February 18, 2005. Judge Merhige pre-
sided over the U.S. District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia from 
1967 until 1998. Judge Merhige received 
his law degree from the University of 
Richmond’s T.C. Williams School of 
Law. In 1972, Judge Merhige coura-
geously ordered the desegregation of 
dozens of Virginia school districts. De-
spite numerous threats and receiving 
24-hour protection by Federal authori-
ties, Judge Merhige remained faithful 
to the Constitution and the rule of law. 
Judge Merhige ordered the University 
of Virginia to admit women in 1970 and 
rejected appeals by defendants in the 
Watergate case. 

A friend of many years, Governor 
Gerald Baliles, once stated Judge 
Merhige was, ‘‘a man of civility and 
courage, a gentle but vibrant force of 
the legal realm. . . . [Judge Merhige] 
was a master of wit and could puncture 
the pomposity of lawyers as well as en-
gage in acts of self-deprecation.’’ 
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These two men were bold enough to 

recognize and fight to ensure that the 
rights guaranteed under the U.S. Con-
stitution are enjoyed by everyone, and 
not just the privileged or members of a 
certain race, religion, or socio-eco-
nomic group. 

The names of Judge Robinson and 
Judge Merhige will be etched on the 
walls of this courthouse. I am com-
mitted to ensuring that their legacy of 
equality and fundamental fairness per-
sists in the hearts of all Virginians. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 57—HONORING PROFES-
SIONAL SURVEYORS AND RECOG-
NIZING THEIR CONTRIBUTIONS 
TO SOCIETY 

Mr. STEVENS submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. CON. RES. 57 

Whereas there are over 45,000 professional 
surveyors in the United States; 

Whereas the nature of surveying has 
changed dramatically since 1785, as it is no 
longer limited to the description and loca-
tion of land boundaries; 

Whereas hydrographic surveys are impor-
tant to the use of all bodies of water; 

Whereas engineering surveys are utilized 
in the study and selection of sites and meth-
ods for engineering and construction 
projects; 

Whereas geodetic surveys determine pre-
cise global positioning for such activities as 
aircraft and missile navigation; 

Whereas cartographic surveys are used for 
mapping and charting, as well as photo-
grammetry, the science of using aerial pho-
tographs for measurement and map produc-
tion; 

Whereas many services are provided 
through the use of sophisticated surveying 
equipment and techniques, including sat-
ellite-borne remote sensing devices and auto-
mated positioning, measuring, recording, 
and plotting equipment; 

Whereas the role of the surveyor has been, 
and remains, of vital importance in the de-
velopment of the United States; 

Whereas, since the colonial days of this 
Nation, surveyors have been leaders in the 
community, statesmen, influential citizens, 
and shapers of cultural standards; 

Whereas former surveyors include George 
Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and Abra-
ham Lincoln; 

Whereas it was the work of the surveyor 
that determined the boundaries of land, the 
greatest economic asset in the colonies that 
became the United States; 

Whereas Thomas Jefferson chaired a com-
mittee in 1784 to devise a plan for disposing 
of lands west of the 13 original colonies; 

Whereas Thomas Jefferson argued that 
surveying before sale was necessary to pre-
vent overlapping claims and to simplify 
deeds and registers; 

Whereas Thomas Jefferson reportedly 
wrote a plan, which was debated in Congress 
and in modified form was adopted as the 
Land Ordinance of May 20, 1785, establishing 
the Public Land Survey System (‘‘PLSS’’), 
the rectangular system that continues today 
in 30 midwestern and western States; and 

Whereas the establishment of the 3rd week 
of March as ‘‘National Surveyors Week’’ 

would be a fitting tribute to all surveyors: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recommends the establishment of Na-
tional Surveyors Week; 

(2) requests that the President issue a 
proclamation calling on the people of the 
United States to observe National Surveyors 
Week each year with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities paying tribute to professional 
surveyors and their contribution to society; 
and 

(3) invites the people of the United States 
to look back at the historic contributions of 
surveying and look ahead to the new tech-
nologies which are constantly modernizing 
this honored and learned profession. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3802. Mr. SALAZAR (for Mr. DODD (for 
himself and Mr. SHELBY)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 238, to repeal a 
prohibition on the use of certain funds for 
tunneling in certain areas with respect to 
the Los Angeles to San Fernando Valley 
Metro Rail project, California. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 3802. Mr. SALAZAR (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mr. SHELBY)) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 238, to 
repeal a prohibition on the use of cer-
tain funds for tunneling in certain 
areas with respect to the Los Angeles 
to San Fernando Valley Metro Rail 
project, California; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 2. URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5307(b)(2) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘2007’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2009’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘2007’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2009’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) MAXIMUM AMOUNTS IN FISCAL YEARS 

2008 AND 2009.—In fiscal years 2008 and 2009— 
‘‘(i) amounts made available to any urban-

ized area under clause (i) or (ii) of subpara-
graph (A) shall be not more than 50 percent 
of the amount apportioned in fiscal year 2002 
to the urbanized area with a population of 
less than 200,000, as determined in the 1990 
decennial census of population; 

‘‘(ii) amounts made available to any urban-
ized area under subparagraph (A)(iii) shall be 
not more than 50 percent of the amount ap-
portioned to the urbanized area under this 
section for fiscal year 2003; and 

‘‘(iii) each portion of any area not des-
ignated as an urbanized area, as determined 
by the 1990 decennial census, and eligible to 
receive funds under subparagraph (A)(iv), 
shall receive an amount of funds to carry out 
this section that is not less than 50 percent 
of the amount the portion of the area re-
ceived under section 5311 in fiscal year 
2002.’’. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. The hearing will be 

held on December 11, 2007, at 2:30 p.m. 
in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 2156 (SECURE 
Water Act), a bill to authorize and fa-
cilitate the improvement of water 
management by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, to require the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of En-
ergy to increase the acquisition and 
analysis of water-related data to assess 
the long-term availability of water re-
sources for irrigation, hydroelectric 
power, municipal, and environmental 
uses, and for other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that an oversight hearing has been 
scheduled before the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

The hearing will be held on Thurs-
day, December 13, 2007, at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

The purpose of this oversight hearing 
is to receive testimony on Reform of 
the Mining Law of 1872. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that an oversight hearing has been 
scheduled before the Subcommittee on 
Public Lands and Forests of the Senate 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

The hearing will be held on Thurs-
day, December 13, 2007, at 2:30 p.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony regarding forest res-
toration and hazardous fuels reduction 
efforts in the forests of Oregon and 
Washington. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150. 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
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the Senate and the public that the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs will 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Credit Card 
Practices: Unfair Interest Rate In-
creases.’’ The Subcommittee hearing 
will examine the circumstances under 
which credit card issuers may increase 
the interest rates of cardholders who 
are in compliance with the terms of 
their credit cards. This hearing will be 
a followup to the Subcommittee’s 
March 2007 hearing, which examined 
practices related to credit card grace 
periods, interest charges assessed 
against debt that was paid on time, and 
excessive fees. Witnesses for the up-
coming hearing will include a panel of 
cardholders who experienced interest 
rate increases, as well as representa-
tives from credit card companies. 

The Subcommittee hearing is sched-
uled for Tuesday, December 4, 2007, at 
9:30 a.m., in room 342 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a joint hearing has been scheduled 
before the Subcommittee on Energy of 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources and the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Homeland Security. The 
hearing will be held on Tuesday, De-
cember 11, 2007, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 
216 of the Hart Senate Office Building. 

This joint hearing will examine the 
role of speculation in recent record 
crude oil prices. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
staff of the Finance Committee be al-
lowed on the Senate floor for the dura-
tion of the debate and vote on the Peru 
Trade Promotion Agreement, and they 
are Ayesha Khanna, Matt Slonaker, 
Travis Cossitt, and Sam Anderson. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that John Kalitka, 
who is a detailee on my staff from the 
Department of Commerce, be granted 
floor privileges for the duration of the 
Senate’s consideration of H.R. 3688. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NO. 
110–10 
Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, as in 

executive session, I ask unanimous 

consent that the injunction of secrecy 
be removed from the following treaty 
transmitted to the Senate on December 
3, 2007, by the President of the United 
States: 

Treaty with Australia Concerning 
Defense Trade Cooperation (Treaty 
Document 110–10). 

I further ask that the treaty be con-
sidered as having been read the first 
time; that it be referred with accom-
panying papers to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed; and that the President’s mes-
sage be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The message of the President is as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

I transmit herewith for Senate advice 
and consent to ratification the Treaty 
Between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Australia Concerning Defense Trade 
Cooperation, done at Sydney, Sep-
tember 5, 2007. I transmit also, for the 
information of the Senate, the report 
of the Department of State that in-
cludes an overview of this Treaty. 

My Administration is prepared to 
provide to the Senate for its informa-
tion other relevant documents, includ-
ing proposed implementing arrange-
ments to be concluded pursuant to the 
Treaty, relevant correspondence with 
the Government of Australia, and pro-
posed amendments to the International 
Traffic in Arms Regulations. 

This Treaty will allow for greater co-
operation between the United States 
and Australia, enhancing the oper-
ational capabilities and interoper-
ability of the armed forces of both 
countries. I recommend that the Sen-
ate give early and favorable consider-
ation to this Treaty. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, December 3, 2007. 

f 

TO REPEAL A PROHIBITION ON 
THE USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS IN 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Banking 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of H.R. 238 and that the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 238) to repeal a prohibition on 

the use of certain funds for tunneling in cer-
tain areas with respect to the Los Angeles to 
San Fernando Valley Metro Rail project, 
California. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a Dodd-Shelby 
amendment at the desk be agreed to, 
the bill as amended be read a third 
time and passed, the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, with no in-
tervening action or debate, and that 

any statements related to the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 3802) was agreed 
to, as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend section 5307 of title 49, 

United States Code, to extend the special 
rule for the allocation of urbanized area 
formula grants through fiscal year 2009) 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 2. URBANIZED AREA FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5307(b)(2) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘2007’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2009’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘2007’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2009’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) MAXIMUM AMOUNTS IN FISCAL YEARS 

2008 AND 2009.—In fiscal years 2008 and 2009— 
‘‘(i) amounts made available to any urban-

ized area under clause (i) or (ii) of subpara-
graph (A) shall be not more than 50 percent 
of the amount apportioned in fiscal year 2002 
to the urbanized area with a population of 
less than 200,000, as determined in the 1990 
decennial census of population; 

‘‘(ii) amounts made available to any urban-
ized area under subparagraph (A)(iii) shall be 
not more than 50 percent of the amount ap-
portioned to the urbanized area under this 
section for fiscal year 2003; and 

‘‘(iii) each portion of any area not des-
ignated as an urbanized area, as determined 
by the 1990 decennial census, and eligible to 
receive funds under subparagraph (A)(iv), 
shall receive an amount of funds to carry out 
this section that is not less than 50 percent 
of the amount the portion of the area re-
ceived under section 5311 in fiscal year 
2002.’’. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill (H.R. 238), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
DECEMBER 4, 2007 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 10 a.m., Tuesday, 
December 4; that on Tuesday, following 
the prayer and pledge, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour deemed to be expired, 
and the time for the two leaders re-
served for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period of morning 
business for 60 minutes with the time 
equally divided and controlled between 
the leaders or their designees, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, and the first 
half controlled by the Republicans and 
the final half controlled by the major-
ity; that at the close of morning busi-
ness, the Senate resume consideration 
of H.R. 3688 as provided under a pre-
vious order; that following the speci-
fied debate time provided on Tuesday, 
the Senate then stand in recess until 
2:15 p.m. in order to accommodate the 
respective party conference meetings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, De-
cember 4, 2007. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:13 p.m., 
adjourned until Tuesday, December 4, 
2007, at 10 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION 

MICHAEL E. FRYZEL, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION BOARD 
FOR A TERM EXPIRING AUGUST 2, 2013, VICE JOANN 
JOHNSON, TERM EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

FRANCIS MULVEY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING DECEMBER 31, 2012. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

JONATHAN STEVEN ADELSTEIN, OF SOUTH DAKOTA, TO 
BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COM-
MISSION FOR A TERM EXPIRING JUNE 30, 2013. (RE-
APPOINTMENT) 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

DAVID R. HILL, OF MISSOURI, TO BE AN ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY, VICE JEFFREY R. HOLMSTEAD, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CHARLES W. LARSON, JR., OF IOWA, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF 
LATVIA. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

NEIL ROMANO, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF LABOR, VICE W. ROY GRIZZARD, RE-
SIGNED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. ALLYSON R. SOLOMON, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN A. MACDONALD, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 3064: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. DANA K. CHIPMAN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. DENNIS L. CELLETTI, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be major 

SARAH B GOLDMAN, 0000 
MICHEAL B. MOORE, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

RICKY A. THOMAS, 0000 

To be major 

DAVID E. MEACHER, 0000 
JOSEPH PUSKAR, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY DENTAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

TARNJIT S. SAINI, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be major 

BOCKARIE SESAY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be major 

DEBORAH MINNICKSHEARIN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be major 

STEPHEN L. FRANCO, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

GEORGE QUIROA, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 

To be colonel 

DAVID N. GERESKI, 0000 
ROBERT E. MCMILLIN II, 0000 
JOHN M. RHODES, 0000 
CLINT E. WALKER, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY NURSE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be major 

KIMBERLY K. JOHNSON, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

ALAN JONES, 0000 
JOHN MAURER, 0000 

To be major 

TROY N. MORTON, 0000 
CHANTAY P. WHITE, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 3064: 

To be colonel 

MARIAN AMREIN, 0000 
MICHAEL J. BENJAMIN, 0000 
COREY L. BRADLEY, 0000 
DAVID C. CALDWELL, 0000 
HOLLY O. COOK, 0000 
KAREN V. FAIR, 0000 
TIMOTHY GRAMMEL, 0000 
JONATHAN C. GUDEN, 0000 
DAVID P. HARNEY, 0000 
JOHN M. HEAD, 0000 
JODY M. HEHR, 0000 
WALTER M. HUDSON, 0000 
MICHAEL D. ISACCO, JR., 0000 
HARROLD J. MCCRACKEN, 0000 
SHEILA E. MCDONALD, 0000 
MICHAEL E. MULLIGAN, 0000 
RICHARD W. ROUSSEAU, 0000 
D0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be captain 

THOMAS J. HARVAN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be captain 

JOHN G. BRUENING, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 

To be captain 

RICHARD W. SISK, 0000 
CHARLES W. STILES, 0000 
ERIC L. STILWELL, 0000 

To be commander 

TYONIA S. BURNS, 0000 
STEPHEN C. COKER, 0000 
JOHN G. CRABILL, 0000 
JEFFREY A. GILES, 0000 
JONATHAN C. HOLSINGER, 0000 
CHARLES D. JARRETT, 0000 
ALEXANDER C. LEVY, 0000 
ROBERT L. MICHELS, 0000 
BIENVENIDO A. PANCHO, 0000 

To be lieutenant commander 

DAVID M. BOWIDOWICZ, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. LUH, 0000 
JOHN T. SCHOFIELD, 0000 

f 

WITHDRAWAL 

Executive Message transmitted by 
the President to the Senate on Decem-
ber 3, 2007 withdrawing from further 
Senate consideration the following 
nomination: 

JOHN A. GASTRIGHT, OF SOUTH CAROLINA, FOR THE 
RANK OF AMBASSADOR DURING HIS TENURE OF SERVICE 
AS UNITED STATES COORDINATOR FOR AFGHANISTAN, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SEN-
ATE, ON AUGUST 2, 2007. 
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